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ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE, 
_ ACCUMULATED FUNDS NEARLY £4,000,000. 
INCORPORATED 1120. 
FIRE, LIFE, AND ANNUITIES. 
LIFE INTERESTS AND REVERSIONS. 


LOANS GRANTED on favourable terms on ABSOLUTE and CONTINGENT 
' REVERSIONS, and on IMMEDIATE and CONTINGENT LIFE INTERESTS. 

REVERSIONS also subject to the provision that the vendor retains the 
right of redemption within a period of five years, WHETHER THE LIFE TENANT BE ALIVE 
OR DEAD. 


Insurances against Issue undertaken at economical rates. 
ROYAL EXCHANGE, E.C., AND 29, PALL MALL, S.W. _ 


LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 
M I D L A N D | (Sr. Pancras, N.W.) (This Hotel is within Shilling cab fare 


Jray's-inn, I Court, 
RAILWAY | ample Bar, and Late Gourts, dc. 
mnibuses to parts every 

HOTELS. é: 
Specialities: 


Comrort. 
Cuisine. 











minute. ) 
ADELPHI HOTEL. 
(The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
MIDLAND HOTEL. 
(Excellent Restaurant.) 
QUEEN’S HOTEL. 
MIDLAND HOTEL. 


W. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS ISSUING EXECUTIONS 
TO SHERIFF. 
y yountt of LONDON.—Delay and Inconvenience are frequently 
/ occasioned by reason of the difficulty which is experienced by Solicitors in deter- 
mining whether particular Localities are within this County. To obviate this difficulty 
Messrs. Wright, Odell, & Co. have had a Map of the County printed, showing a list of the 
Parishes and principal places therein, which will be found of great service to Solicitors, 
by whom copies can be had gratis on application to Messrs. Waicut, OpEL., & Co., 52, 
Chancorptana, W.C. (Copyright Registered. : 
“A very convenient map . . . the object of the map is mainly to shew boundaries 
for the purpose of executions, but now that the County of London is generally used for 
descriptions in assurances of property, the map will be found additionally useful. It 
ought to find a place on the walls of most solicitors’ offices.’’—Solicitors’ Journal. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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SIMPLE, 
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|LEEDS -_ - 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue DEATH is announced of Mr. Cartes Watter Etiorr 
Locxnart, who was appointed a principal clerk in the registrars’ 
office of the Chancery Division in March, 1879. It is understood 
that the vacancy thus caused will not be filled up, as the staff of 
the Chancery registrars is for the future to consist of twelve 
registrars, twelve principal clerks, and twelve assistant clerks. 





Attnoven it is announced that Mr. Justice Srretine will 
commence the hearing of witness actions on the 10th of July, it 
seems probable, having regard to the small number of non- 
witness actions in his list, that he will be able to take up the 
hearing of witness actions even before the middle of the month 
of June ; and those who have witness actions in the list of this 
learned judge must be prepared to see them come into the daily 
list at an early date. 





Ir pip nor take many days for Court of Appeal No. 2 to 
exhaust the list of Chancery appeals which were ripe for hear- 
ing, and probably it will be a fortnight or three weeks before 
the remainder of the appeals in the list will be sufficient in 
number to provide a day’s work for that division of the court. 
Accordingly it was announced on Thursday last that Queen’s 
Bench New Trial Cases will, on and after Monday, the 28th inst., 
be heard in that division of the Court of Appeal. 





Sarurpay, the 26th inst., being the day appointed to be kept 
as the Queen’s birthday, it is expected that the practice which 
has in recent years been of general observance will be main- 
tained on this occasion, and that none of the courts will sit. 
This has now become so much a matter of course that, with the 
exception of the Court of Appeal, none of the courts have 
caused any printed notice of their not sitting to be published. 





Rutz 8 of order 21 of R. 8. C., 1883, provides that “ where 
leave has been given te a defendant to defend under order 14 
he shall deliver his defence (if any) within such time as shall 
be limited by the order giving him leave to defend ; or if no 
time is thereby limited, then within eight days after the order.” 
A difficulty is frequently felt in ing this rule where a 
conditional order to defend is made in the form commonly in 
use. These conditional orders are numerous, and the difficult 
of fixing the time for defence under them is one which in 
case falls upon the solicitors to solve for themselves without any 
guidance, so far as we are aware, from decided cases. The 
common form of conditional order to defend to which we have 
referred runs as follows: “Ordered that if the defendant pay 
into court within ten days from the date of this order the sum 
of (£100), he be at liberty to defend as to the whole of the 
plaintiff's claim, but if that sum be not paid in within the time 
to sign judgment for that 
sum. And it is further ordered that the defendant be at liberty 
be defend as to the residue of the plaintiff's claim.” This order 
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does not fix any time for defence, but it is obvious that its terms 
take it out of the direct operation of ord. 21, r. 8, which we 
have quoted. In the great majority of cases the defendant 
does not pay the money into court, but he has still leave to 
defend as to the residue, and the question is, When does his 
‘time for defence begin to run? ‘The question is involved in 
some difficulty, but we may take it as a preliminary postulate 
that the plaintiff cannot take any step against the defendant 
until the ten days allowed for payment into court has expired, 
because if the defendant pays the money into court on the tenth 
day he obtains under the order the right to defend the whole 
action. But there is no rule or case, we believe, which fixes his 
time for defence. Ord. 21, r. 6, fixes the ordinary time for 
defence at ten days from delivery of statement of claim or time 
limited for appearance, whichever shall be last, and ord. 21, r. 
8, which we have quoted, gives eight days’ time from the date of 
an order to defend under order 14, neither of which fixtures can 
be applied to the circumstances we have described, which are, 
however, of common occurrence. 





THE REASONABLE thing would be to allow the defendant 
eight days from the day on which he pays the money into 
court, and a rule to that effect would be a decided advan- 
tage. But in the majority of cases, as we have said, the 
defendant does not pay the money into court, and the 
difficulty in that case of fixing the time for defence is equally 
great. On the eleventh day the plaintiff searches and finds that 
the money is not paid in, and he finds in that fact a proof that 
the defendant does not mean to defend at all. His actual rights 
under the order are that he can enter judgment for the £100, 
and as soon as the defendant is in Fofault of defence 
he can take judgment for the residue of his claim, 
and costs of the action. How soon can he do this? 
In the absence of any rule or decision it is perhaps hazardous 
to suggest an answer to the question, but as the Rules 
of Court leave the profession to their own devices, we may 
— indicate a possible course which the plaintiff’s so- 
icitor might take, and in our opinion could justify. On the 
eleventh day, when the plaintiff finds that the money has not 
been paid in, there is nothing to prevent his entering judgment 
at once for the whole claim and costs. He is entitled under the 
words of the order to judgment for the £100, and he appears to 
us entitled also to consider that the defendant is in default of 
defence as to the residue. As regards the residue, leave to 
defend was unconditional, and therefore the time for defence 
was, strictly speaking, regulated by ord. 21, r. 8, suprd—the 
defendant had eight days from the date of the order. The 
plaintiff, then, was, as, as regards this particular part of the 
claim, regarded apart from anything else in the order, in a 
position to enter judgment in default of defence on the ninth 
day after the date of the order. He could not do so because of 
a curious feature in the form of the order. If our readers will 
look at it again they will see that as regards the residue of the 
claim leave to defend is given twice over. First, it is given con- 
ditionally on payment into court, and afterwards uncondition- 
ally. The plaintiff, therefore, was barred by the conditional 
leave to defend from taking judgment on the ninth day. But 
on the eleventh day, the defendant having failed to fulfil the 
condition, that condition fell to the ground and all it carried 
with it, and it would certainly appear that the plaintiff became 
entitled to judgment on the whole claim with costs. 





No one can possibly suppose that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer had any motive in introducing the procedure clauses 
of the Finance Bill than that of preventing frauds on the 
revenue. Yet it is difficult to conceive provisions which will 
cause greater disturbance and expense in the ordinary affairs of 
life. We have in previous articles considered the main provi- 
sions of the Bill ; let us now sum up the results of our considera- 
tion. Some of the points that we shall mention are, perhaps, left 


doubtful by the Bill, but if they are, they ought to be made 
clear. Duty is to be levied on the death of every person entitled 
at the time of his death to a charitable endowment—as, for 


connection with his chapel, or on the death of a beneficed 
clergyman. The Fog clauses of the Bill will give rise to 
the greatest difficulties. It may readily happen that four sets 
of persons have to account for duty—viz., the executors, the 
devisees, the trustees of a marriage settlement, and a person 
taking under a strict settlement. Even if all these persons are 
reasonable, some delay will necessarily be occasioned, as the rate 
at which the duty is to be assessed cannot be determined till all 
four valuations are made. In acase of this nature it may turn out 
that, long after the property has been distributed, some further 

roperty is discovered. This is by no means an impossible case. 
We have known an instance of property passing during nearly 
two hundred years by wills and settlements made by persons 
who knew nothing about it, the reversionary right being only dis- 
covered by accident. When additional property is discovered, it 
may, under the “‘ pooling ” clause, raise the rate of duty on all the 
property passing on the death; the result being that executors 
or trustees, who have paid the duty, received a certificate of dis- 
charge, and distributed the property, may become personally 
liable to pay the additional duty. In other words, every person 
on whom property devolves on a man’s death is to be personally 
liable for the acts and defaults of every other person on whom 
property devolves on that event. It is impossible to conceive a 
more cruel provision. Most people remember Sotomon’s maxim, 
and decline to become sureties for a stranger. The Bill forces 
them to take that position. Probably (for the Bill leaves it 
doubtful) a surviving partner cannot draw on his firm’s banking 
account till the estate duty accounts have been passed. It is 
certain that if a firm invests its reserve in bonds, railway shares, 
or debentures the surviving partners cannot realize till the 
accounts are passed. What is to happen on the death of a 
member of a firm of private bankers? The only money that 
the surviving partners can employ is that in their till—in 
other words, they will become bankrupt if a large cheque is 
presented. Can anything be more mischievous? We have in 
a previous article pointed out the possible interference of the 
Bil with the operations of the Bankers’ Clearing House. 





No pepvcrtion from the amount of a testator’s estate is to be 
allowed in respect of mortgages or debts unless they were in- 
curred for full pecuniary consideration and for his own use or 
benefit. We have already pointed out the gross inequality 
that this will produce in the case of marriage settlements. 
Where a man is poor, and can only provide funds for his own 
marriage settlement by means of a mortgage, duty has to be 
paid on the amount settled twice over (see ante, p. 451); on the 
other hand, if he is rich, and settles the land itself, this is not 
the case. A poor trader has to borrow money to place his son 
in business ; the rich trader does so out of his capital; the result 
is that the poor man’s estate pays duty on this sum, the rich 
man’s does not. It really is not a crime to be poor; why should 
Parliament throw new and wholly unnecessary burdens on the 
poor? Ifa dispute arises between the Crown and the subject 
as to the amount of duty, the subject must, according to this 
Bill, pay the amount claimed by the Crown. True it is that, 
after payment, he may appeal to the High Court; if he 
succeeds he is to get back the moneys he has paid, but 
without interest, and apparently without costs. Why should 
a@ man, quite in the right, be put to the expense of rais- 
ing money and be defrauded of his interest and costs? We 
have often complained of the light-hearted manner in which 
Parliament throws inpediments in the way of the transfer, of 
land. The Bill will, we venture to say, add very seriously to 
the expense of all dealings with land, as it will render it neces- 
sary for every person paying off or taking a transfer of a 
mortgage to ascertain that no equitable tenant for life of the 
mortgage money has died, as, if that is the case, the money is 
charged with the duty, the result being that, if the mortgage 
money is trust money, the settlement will become a title deed. 
No man but a real property lawyer can understand the enormous 
expense that this wi'l cause. On the death of one of several 
trustees in whose names Consols, railway stock and shares, or 
shares and debentures of companies are standing, no transfer is 
to be made till a certificate that no duty is payable hus been 





instance, where a Nonconformwist mirister occupies a house in 


obtained. Most people are incompetent to conduct the simplest 
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business correspondence for themselves, and will have to employ 
a solicitor to obtain the necessary certificate. It is not easy to 
estimate the expense that will be thrown on the public, but it 
will be enormous. It is an ill wind that blows nobody any 
good ; all lawyers must be thankful to the Chancellor of the 
chequer for providing them with a great amount of work. 





A somewnat bold attempt was made in Carter v. Fey (re- 

rted elsewhere), before the Court of Appeal on Tuesday 
fast, to use rule 6 of order 50 of the R. 8. C. for an en- 
tirely novel purpose. The rule provides that an application 
for an order under section 25, sub-section 8, of the Judi- 
cature Act, 1873 (i.¢., for a mandamus, or an injunction, or @ 
receiver), ‘‘may be made to the court or a judge by any party. 
If the application be by the plaintiff for an order under the 
said sub-section 8, it may be made either ex parte or with notice 
eis and if it be by any other party, then on notice to the 
plaintiff, and at any time after appearance by the party making 
the application.” In Carter v. Fey the plaintiff and the defend- 
ant beon in partnership as wine and spirit merchants. They 
had dissolved partnership, and the defendant had covenanted 
not to carry on a similar business within a specified limit. The 
amp had covenanted not to use in the old business, which 

e continued to carry on, the name of the defendant. By his 
writ in the action the plaintiff claimed an injunction to restrain 
the defendant from carrying on (as it was alleged that he was 
doing) business within the prohibited limit. This was the only 
relief claimed. The plaintiff gave notice of motion for an 
interim injunction. The defendant, in answer to this motion, 
set up as a defence that the plaintiff had broken his covenant 
by using the defendant’s name in his business in conjunction 
with his own. The plaintiff had not delivered a statement of 
claim, the time for his doing so not having yet expired, and the 
time had not yet come for the defendant to deliver a counter-claim. 
But the defendant, without issuing a writ of his own against 
the plaintiff, gave a cross notice of motion in the original action 
for an interim injunction to restrain the plaintiff from using the 
defendant’s name in his business. The Court of Appeal (affirm- 
ing the decision of Mr. Justice Kexewicn) held that rule 6 did 
not authorize such a motion by the defendant. They said that 
it authorized such a motion by a defendant only in a case in 
which the relief which he sought arose out of or was incidental 
to the relief claimed by the plaintiff. If in any other case the 
defendant could take this course, a plaintiff must be equally 
entitled to move for an injunction not included in his writ, or, 
indeed, to apply for an injunction without issuing any writ at 
all. If in such a case as the present a defendant was in a hurry, 
and could not wait until he had been able to deliver a counter- 
claim, he must issue a writ of his own. The decision of Sir G. 
Jzsset, M.R., in Sargant v. Read (1 Ch. D. 600) was relied on 
for the defendant. There it was held that a motion by the 
defendant for the appointment of a receiver was a proper one. 
But, as the Court of Appeal pointed out, the action in that case 
was a partnership action, claiming an account of the partnership 
dealings, the winding up of the partnership affairs, the ascer- 
tainment of the shares of the plaintiffs and the defendant, and 
the appointment of a receiver. So that the relief which the 
defendant sought was included in the action, and, in fact, the 
plaintiffs had also moved for the appointment of a receiver, but 
there was a dispute as to a to be appointed. An order 
appointing a receiver was eon both motions. In the present 
case the only connection between the two motions was that the 
covenants on which they were respectively founded were con- 
tained in the same deed. That being the only connection, rule 
6 did not apply. The defendant’s motion was accordingly re- 
fused, with costs, it being, as the court said, an experiment. 





Tue parzr on the “ Statistics of Litigation” read by Master 
Macponett before the Royal Statistical Society brings out very 
clearly the decrease of business during the present cen’ in 
the common law courts, and its increase during the latter of 
the wos Br the — wiged. either Bs pe 
Chancery Division. Litigation may j ei y the 
number of writs issued or by the cases which are entered for 





trial. Probably the latter is the better test. In the vast 
majority of cases the issue of a writ docs not mean the settle- 
ment of the dispute by a judge or jury. It is a means of 
hastening a settlement by the parties themselves. Althoug 
75,458 writs were issued in 1892 at the Central Office and in 
district registries, the actual trials in London and at the assize: 
were only 2,401. If we judge litigation by the cases pose 
for trial in the superior courts of common law, it app 
that in the years 1823-27 there was an average at one 
to about every 4,000 inhabitants; in 1891 there was one 
to every 11,263. Against this remarkable decrease must be 
set the transfer of small cases to the county courts and the 
tendency at the present time to refer commercial disputes te 
arbitration. Still, after allowing for these influences, there is 
probably a considerable margin of decrease for the sociologist to 
explain, whether on the theory of advancing civilization or 
otherwise. In the Division the figures tell quite a 
different tale. Since 1859 there has been an increase in 
business of 132 per cent. This is accounted for by the fact | 

the work of the division is administrative rather than conten- 
tious, and that simultanevusly with the increase in the wealth 
of the country greater facilities have been introduced for ob- 
taining the assistance and protection of the court. As to costa 
Master Macpoyett, taking at random a hundred cases decid 
in the years 1892-3 in the Queen’s Bench Division, finds th 
while the total amount recovered was £27,912, the total tax 
costs were £9,687, or about thirty-four per cent. of the amount 
recovered. He says the confirm the impression that 
costs are too | and that the present procedure in the 
superior courts is somewhat unsuitable for the trial of 
most actions in which £100 and less is involved. But it is 
A ee that county court _ are .not a 
gether a negligeable quantity, especially having regard to the 
court fees, and before deciding against the High Court it will 
be well to consider also the costs of a county court action 
where a substantial amount is involved and matters of fact are 
in dispute. We view with some surprise the writer's — 
sion of regret that a successful appellant should be allowed his 
costs, not only in the court above, but also in the court below. 
Surely the success of his appeal necessarily carries with it the 
reversal of the order of the court below as to costs. 





Wnuar rate of interest shall be allowed against a trustee who 
is in default, but who has not put the trust funds intohis’ own 
ket? This was one of the questions which Mr. Justice 
EKEWICH had to decide in the case of Clapp v. Woodall on thé 
23rd inst. The facts of the case were, that in 1889 a solicitor 
represented to the trustees, for whom he acted, that there were 
certain duties payable in respect of the trust estate, and he was 
permitted by them to retain out of income a sum of about 
£2,000, which he appropriated to his own use. It was held 
that the trustees were, under the circumstances, liable to replace 
this sum with interest; but the counsel for the trustees asked 
that the rate of interest should be fixed at three per cent. In 
ing to this request, the learned judge said it was common 
knowledge that since 1889 trust securities had not realized more 
than three per cent. The earliest case we can find where this 
rate was fixed under like circumstances is Gilroy v. Stephene (30 
W. R. 745), decided in 1882 by Lord Justice (then Mr. Justies) 
Fry. In that case an administratrix had permitted her 
—— to py: ive pon dividends — La fund set all Fn 
infant next of kin, u e solicitor misap iati 
the same, the sdnielteetelx ‘wes ordered to account for the 
dividends with half-yearly rests. In the course of his judg- 
ment the learned judge is reported Lage Cate to have said : 
“What was a reasonable and proper thing her to have 
done? It was to direct the pa: t of the dividends to some 
banker, and to instruct him to invest the dividends as received, 
and also the income of such investments as it came in. In that 
have been invested at three per cent. 
We have referred thus at length to Gilroy’ 
v. fens, an the issue three or four per cent. wae. 
irectly raised in argument, and, not g reported in 
“‘ authorized » it has, to our knowledge, frequently 
escaped the notice of practitioners. : 
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COSTS WHERE DEBT PAID BEFORE JUDGMENT. 


Tere appears to be some feeling of uncertainty among district 
i of the High Court as to what are the rights of a 
intiff as to costs in an action of contract where the defendant, 

either before or after service of the writ, and before judgment, 

pays the debt, or so much thereof as to reduce the claim below 
twenty pounds. The matter does not appear to us to admit of 
much doubt, nor, we believe, is any entertained in the Judgment 

ent of the Central Office, where judgments in the 

Queen’s Bench Division are entered. We have reason to 

believe, however, that in several district registries difficulties 

have arisen on the very points which we have endeavoured on 
more than one occasion to clear from doubt. It may, therefore, 
be well to examine the whole matter somewhat carefully in its 
various bearings, with the view of defining with some precision 
what the practice is in the High Court in London, and of 
examining the cases upon which it is based. If, in doing this, 
we enter into small details our readers must find our justification 
in the fact that in all these cases the costs obtainable are ex- 
tremely smal], and for that very reason ought to be obtainable 
without delay, otherwise the time lost may easily outweigh in 
value the few pounds of costs which are alone in question. There 
ought, moreover, to be no difference, on a question of this kind, 
between the Central Office and the district registries of the High 


We will consider the question in the first place quite apart 
from the County Courts Act, 1888, s. 116, and afterwards we will 
consider the bearing of that section upon cases coming within 
its scope, which appear to form the stumbling-block in the dis- 
trict registries referred to. 

A plaintiff, then, brings an action for £60 debt. The solicitor 
issuing the writ learns before he serves the defendant that the 
latter has paid the whole debt but refuses to pay any costs. 
How is he to get his costs? The only direct English authority 
on the point, so far as we are aware, is an old case of Wylie v. 
Phillips (5 Dowl. 644), to which we referred ante, p. 377. That 
case was decided as far back as 1837, and it might be con- 
sidered as ancient history but for the fact that it has been 

ted and acted upon by the judge in chambers as recently 
as the 11th of April last. The writ in Wyllie v. Phillips was 
issued on the 18th of February, and was served on the 26th of 
Fe The defendant, however, paid the debt on the 25th 
of February, the day before service, to a clerk of the plain- 
tiff without the knowledge of the plaintiff’s solicitor. On his 
declining to pay any costs, the plaintiff's solicitor proceeded with 
the action by delivering a declaration in accordance with the 
ice at the time. The judge in chambers made an order to 
stay, and the plaintiff moved for a rule to set it aside, on the 
that he was entitled to proceed with his action for his 
costs. The court held that the plaintiff had no right to deliver 
a declaration, but that he was entitled to have his costs of the 
writ. Adapting that case to modern procedure, a solicitor in a 
recent action of Watkins v. Nizey (where the defendant paid the 
debt after issue of the writ and before service, but refused to 
pay any costs) served the defendant with the writ and issued a 
j ’s summons in chambers for costs. Wnricur, J., on the 
; ity of Wyllie v. Phillips, made the order giving the plain- 
tiff his costs. This, therefore, may be taken to be the practice 
where the debt is paid after issue and before service of the 
writ. Indirectly the Court of Appeal, in Hughes v. Justin (1894, 
1 Q. B. 667), came to the same conclusion as that at which the 
judges arrived in Wyllie v. Phillips—viz., that the plaintiff in 
such circumstances was entitled to his costs; and in Ireland the 
court decided the same thing in 0’ Malley v. Killmallock Union 
(22 L. R. Ir. 326), 
, The next contingency is by far the more common one in prac- 
ly, where, after being served with the writ, the 
defendant pays the debt but refuses to pay the costs. The 
practice of the Judgment Department of the Central Office in 
such cases is to enter judgment against the defendant for the 
costs only. The ordinary proof of service is required, and if no 
ce is entered, judgment is signed in default in a form 
ly different from the ordi form, the mandatory part of 


the judgment being ‘‘adjudged that the plaintiff recover from 
the defendan ri o : 


t (the debt £60 having been paid) £—— costs,” 








the amount being the ordinary full fixed costs for judgment in 
default. This form of judgment is based upon Hodges v. 
Callaghan, to which we will refer more fully later on. It was 
held in that case that where part of the debt was paid, judg- 
ment could only be entered for the amount actually due. It is 
necessary that there should be no misapprehension on this point, 
because in JZughes v. Justin (1894, 1 Q. B. 667) the court held 
that if judgment was entered for more than was actually due, 
the defendant was entitled, ex debito justicie, to have the judg- 
ment set aside. Following out our example of a £60 debt, and 
supposing that the defendant, after service and before judgment, 
paid £30, the form of judgment should be, “‘ adjudged that the 
plaintiff recover from the defendant £30 (balance of £60 debt), 
and £—— costs’’—the amount of costs being filled in according 
to the fixed scale for High Court costs, the plaintiff having re- 
covered over £50 in the action. 

This naturally brings us to the difficulty which has troubled 
some of the district registrars of the High Court. Section 116 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, provides that ‘‘if, in an action 
[in the High Court] founded on contract, the plaintiff shall 
recover a sum less than twenty pounds, he shall not be entitled 
to any costs of the action,” &c. We need not refer to the ex- 
ceptions, which are not in point as regards the question we are 
discussing. Ifa plaintiff, after service of the writ and before 
judgment, receives the whole debt from the defendant, or so 
much thereof as reduces the debt below £20, does that provision 
in section 116 of the County Courts Act apply? Let us take 
again our case of an action for £60. The defendant, after 
service, pays £50, and the plaintiff applies to enter judgment 
for £10 and costs. Has he ‘‘recovered’’ more than £20? We 
do not admit for a moment that there is any real doubt that, for 
the purposes of section 116, he has recovered in the action the 
whole £60; but, inasmuch as more than one able official of the 
court have manifested considerable doubt on the point, we will 
examine carefully the grounds on which their doubt rests. 


In the case of Hodges v. Callaghan (2 OC. B. N. 8. 306, decided 
in 1857) a specially-indorsed writ was issued for £34 11s. 7d. 
After service the defendant paid £25, leaving a balance of 
£12 19s. 7d. Judgment was signed for £34 11s. 7d. and costs, 
and a fi. fa. indorsed for the amount actually due, £12 19s. 7d. 
proving abortive, a ca. sa. was issued and the defendant arrested. 
The defendant applied to set the judgment aside as being 
wrongly entered for £34 11s. 7d. when it should have been 
entered for £12 19s. 7d. only, and claimed that if he was right 
in that contention his arrest was illegal, being contrary to 7 & 8 
Vict. c. 96, 8.57. The object of that section was to prevent the 
arrest of a debtor on final process for a sum less than, or not 
exceeding, £20. The words of the section, so far as they are in 
point, are as follows :—‘‘ From and after the passing of this Act 
no person shall be taken or charged in execution upon any 
judgment obtained . in any action for the recovery of 
any debt wherein the sum recovered shall not exceed the sum of 
£20, exclusive of costs.””’ The court held in the case of Hodges 
v. Callaghan that the ‘‘sum recovered” within the meaning of 
the section was £12 19s. 7d., and not the full amount of 
£34 11s. 7d, and, therefore, that the arrest had been wrong. 
In other words, it was held that the sum recovered in the action 
was, not the whole amount of the claim, but the actual amount 
due at the time judgment was entered. Applying this decision 
by analogy to the words of section 116 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, it may be said that where the claim on the writ is 
reduced by payment after service to a sum less than £20, and 
judgment is entered for che balance actually due, the sum re- 
covered in the action is the sum for which judgment is entered, 
and is therefore ‘‘a sum less than twenty pounds,” and carries 
no costs. But before the ruling in Hodges v. Callaghan can 
be so applied we must be clear that there is some analogy 
between a construction put upon words in 7 & 8 Vict. c. 96, 
s. 57, and similar words in section 116 of the County Courts 
Act, 1888. We confess ourselves unable to see any, while, 
on the other hand, we see very strong reasons for be- 
lieving that judges construing the former section would 
necessarily follow a line of reasoning entirely different from 
that which they would follow in construing the latter section. 
They had to decide in Hodges v. Callaghan whether a debtor 
could be arrested for a debt of twelve pounds when the clear 
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intention of the statute was that he should not be arrested for 
less than twenty pounds, and when the only reason the plaintiff 
could urge in support of the arrest was that although the 
defendant only owed twelve pounds when he was arrested, he 
had owed over twenty pounds when the action commenced. 
The court, therefore, held that the li of the subject 
could not be interfered with except for a debt of over twenty 
pounds actually due. The intention of the statute was the 
governing consideration. 

Turning to section 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, we 
find no intention whatever to deprive a plaintiff of any costs he 
may incur in successfully and properly prosecuting his action, 
but merely provisions designed to protect defendants in small 
actions of debt or tort, which county courts have jurisdiction 
to deal with, from being sued in the High Court, or, if they are, 
from being put to more costs thereby. In our imagi action 
for £60 debt the plaintiff could not have done otherwise than 
bring itin the High Court. If that amount is reduced by pay- 
ment after service to £10, and the plaintiff takes judgment for 
that amount as the balance remaining due, and yet in giving 
the judgment the court were to refuse to give him any costs, it 
would not be following section 116 of the County Courts Act, 
but would in fact be acting contrary to the intention of the 
section. It would be withholding costs from a plaintiff who had 
rightly brought his action in the High Court, whereas the section 
merely withholds costs from a plaintiff who wrongly brings his 
action in the High Court. It would, moreover, create 
an absolutely absurd state of affairs, because it would 
enable any defendant who owed over £20 to hold out 
against payment until he was served with a writ, and 
then to pay enough to bring the debt below £20 and leave 
the plaintiff to take judgment for the balance, and all the while 
run no risk whatever of having to pay any costs at all, although 
he puts the plaintiff to the necessity of paying costs. It would 
be a difficult task, we think, to persuade our judges, under any 
circumstances, that the intention of this section of the County 
Courts Act was to deprive a successful plaintiff, acting strictly 
within his rights, of his costs properly incurred to recover a debt 
due to him; for that would, in fact, be the effect of holding 
that, where the claim in an action properly brought in the High 
Court was reduced by payment after service below £20, and 
judgment was entered for the balance due, the amount recovered 
in the action within the meaning of section 116 of the County 
Courts Act was merely the balance for which j ent was 
entered. We can, therefore, feel no doubt that the practice 
of the Central Office is right, and that, under such circumstances, 
the amount recovered includes, for the D tag. Paes of costs, all the 

ayments made by the defendant to the plaintiff since action 
rought, and that the VES conflicting ruling in Hodges v. 
Callaghan cannot be applied to a case such as we have described. 








EQUITABLE LIMITATIONS. 


An equitable limitation, by way of trust executed, has the same 
construction as a legal limitation (Elphinstone, Norton, & Clark 
on Interpretation of Deeds, p. 276). It was startling to read in 
a recent report (Re Whiston’s Settlement, 1894, 1 Ch. 661) an at- 
tempt to disprove the truth of that proposition by the production 
of passages from text-writers of great authority, and to discover 
a supposition by the learned judge, which was indeed justified 
by the arguments reported as ad to him, that Sir Howarp 
ELruinsTone’s proposition represented the opinion of modern 
text-writers as contrasted with that of older ones, and depended 
for judicial authority on five modern decisions all made by 
puisne judges, which might be overruled. We briefly referred 
to the decision at the time it was given; but the view of the 
case shewn by the learned reporter in his headnote of it—‘‘ An 
equitable limitation, by way of trust executed, now has the 
same construction as a legal limitation. Meyler v. Meyler 
(11 L. R. Ir. 522) approved ”—in which the word “now ” is the 
one which strikes the reader as emphatic, affords matter for 
further observation. 

The question in the case was, whether a voluntary con ce 
to trustees and their heirs upon trust for the grantor’s wife for 
life, with remainder for himself for life, with remainder for his 


children, gave to the children estates for life or in fee, and 
Onrrry, J., held that they took life estates only. 

Counsel for the children affirmed that, in limitations of an 
equitable estate in fee, words of inheritance are not necessary, 
and cited as authorities for that ee 1 Cruise’s Digest, 
843 ; 1 Hayes’s ss 5th ed., p. 91; Butler’s Note to 
Co. Litt. 290b, xvi.; and Williams’s Real Property, 13th ed., 
p. 165. Of these authorities, the passage in Oruisz, though 
referred to by Mr. Justice Currry, relates to limitations of uses, 
not to limitations of trusts, while Butler’s Note is not an 
authority for the proposition in support of which it is cited, but 
for Sir Howarp Extrurmstone’s doctrine. Hayzs and Wrii1AMs 
did use language which supports the theory that, in limitations 
of trusts, a fee may be created without words of limitation. 
Hayes wrote: “Trusts, like uses before the statute, pursued 
the course of succession appointed for legal interests of a corre- 
sponding description. They were expounded, too, by analogy 
to the rules of legal construction. But those rules did not 
always govern in equity with absolute sway. The rule, for 
example, which required the word heirs to pass the fee in a 
conveyance at common law, although it was applied to uses 
within the statute, was not rigidly applied to trusts. If land 
was limited in trust for A., without more, equity, in conformity 
to the rule of law, gave to A. the beneficial interest for life only ; 
but, if it could be collected from the instrument that A. was 
meant to have the absolute interest, equity, esteeming the in- 
tention more than the rule, gave him the beneficial fee without 
the aid of the word heirs. , the contract of an owner in fee 
to sell the land to A. operated in equity, from the nature of the 
transaction, as a valid disposition of the fee without any mention 
of heirs.” Wr1ams also wrote: ‘‘ Equitable estates in tail or 
in fee simple may be conferred without the use of the words 
heirs of the body or heirs if the intention be clear: for equity 
pre-eminently the intentions and agreements of parties ; 
accordingly, words which at law would confer an estate tail are 
sometimes construed in equity, in order to further the intention 
of the parties, as giving merely an estate for life followed by 
separate and independent estates tail to the children of the 
donee.” This passage, printed in the 6th edition of the Real 
Pro on p. 149, and in the 15th edition on p. 196, is 
probably that cited in the above-mentioned report from the 13th 
edition, p. 165. In his book on Settlements, also published in 
1879, p. 60, Mr. Wittiams wrote: ‘‘In equity, if intent is 
clear, an estate in fee simple will pass without the use of the 
word heirs.” 

Now what authorities can be given for the law as stated by 
Sir Howarp Erpatmnstone? He does not rely on modern cases 
only, but begins with North v. Champernoon, in 1681 (2 Ch. Oas. 
78), where a common reco suffered by a tenant in tail of a 
trust estate was held to have the remainder in trust. In 
the following year Lord Chancellor Norrmncnam, in his 
judgment in the case of ee Duke of Norfolk's case— 
after stating the question then in controversy, said, ‘‘ Now, first 
these things are plain and clear, and by taking notice of what is 
plain and clear we shall come to see what is doubtful.” Among 
those things were these: ‘‘The trust of a term in gross can be 
limited no otherwise in equity than the estate of a term in gross 
can be limited in law: for I am not setting up a rule of property 
in Chancery other than that which is the rule of pro at 
law ” (3 Oh. Cas. 1,28). In 1748 Lord Harpwicxg, C., i 
that trusts are executory, moulded a trust executed in a 
manner usual in the case of trusts executory, and held what, if 
the limitation had been legal, would have created an estate oboe | 
to be one for life only. t was in what became the cele 
case of a v. Spencer (Fearne’s Cont. Remrs. 121), since it 
was Sone t, as Fearne shewed, to have departed from already 
settled rules, and was subsequently distinguished and practically 
disregarded by Lord Norrutneton and other j and even by 
Lord Hanpwicke himself, for in 1755 he stated ‘in limita- 
tions of a trust either of real or personal estate to be determined 
in this court the construction ought to be made according to 
the construction of limitations of a legal estate; with this dis- 
tinction, unless ay ager of . testator or author ‘s a se 
plainly a to the contrary”: Garth v. Baldwin es. 646, 
655). ” Having been by his own decision in Bagshaw v. 
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that case, that the legal construction should be overruled by 
anything but the plain intent” (Jbid.). In 1783 Lord Tuur- 
Low, ©., said of Garth v. Baldwin, ‘‘The construction there 
restored the law that trusts were to be construed in the same 
manner as lezal estates’’: Jones v. Morgan (1 Br. C. OC. 206, 
223). Mr. Burter’s note, adduced in contradiction of this 
doctrine, is wholly directed to its support and a 
It begins by stating that ‘‘in most cases, particularly those 
which relate to real property, courts of equity have generally 
endeavoured that their decisions should bear the strictest possible 
analogy to the decisions of courts of law,” and, after giving 
many illustrations, embracing among others the similarity of 
estates in equity and at law, he ends with the remark that 
‘‘ the cases where the analogy fails are not numerous; and there 
scarcely is a rule of law or equity of a more ancient origin, or 
which admits of fewer exceptions, than the rule, that equity 
followeth the law.” Sanpers early in this century wrote: “ It 
is a maxim generally received, that in the construction of trusts 
the courts of equity adopt the rules of law applicable to legal 
estates”? (1 Uses and Trusts, 4th ed., 1824, p. 269). Mr. 
Preston, writing in 1821, teaches the same doctrine: ‘Trust 
estates are to be governed by the same rules, and are within the 
same reason as legal estates, and if there were not the same rule 
of property in all courts things would be at sea, and there would 
be the utmost uncertainty’ (Note 8 to Touchstone, p. 507). In 
another place he applies this general doctrine to the particular 
case now under consideration thus: “‘The general rule is, that 
limitations of trust are to be construed in like manner and by 
the like rules as limitations of a legal estate; and therefore in 
deeds the fee cannot pass by grant or transfer, inter vivos, with- 
out appropriate words of inheritance” (2 Treatise on Estates, 
p. 64). 

The argument of the plaintiffs in Re Whiston’s Settlement is, 
indeed, the revival of a controversy which was first raised with 
reference to uses, and, except in the case of what may, without 
irreverence, be called Lord Harpwicke’s momentary error in 
Bagshaw v. Spencer, was never seriously maintained with refer- 
ence to trusts. Mr. Srencz sums up the controversy concerning 
uses in the following words :—‘‘ After the Statute of Uses an 
attempt was made to introduce greater latitude in the construc- 
tion of deeds operating under that statute than was applied to 
common law conveyances; but the attempt failed, and it was 
established, with one exception, that the same rules of construc- 
tion should be applied to both” (1 Eq. Jurisdiction, 521). The 
en was a matter not relating to “‘ words of limitation” 
(Ibid, note). Whatever differences, says the same eminent 
writer, may have existed in former times between the rules of 
construction which prevailed in the Court of Chancery and in the 
courts of common law, they have long ceased to exist (Ibid. 520). 


With regard to intention, Mr. Srencr, grounding himself on 
BracksToneE and Preston, pointed out that none could be re- 
garded that is contrary to the fundamental rules of law; that 
though in ancient times an absolute estate equivalent to one in 
fee simple might have passed by any expressions shewing an 
intention to that effect, and though that was still the rule in the 
construction of wills, yet among other rigid rules introduced as 
incident to the doctrine of tenure was this, that no word, but 
that of ‘‘heirs,” however strong, should create a fee simple: 
the absence of those words is considered, judicially, as conclu- 
sive that there was no intent to pass the fee, or rather no such 
intent is allowed to be suggested (Jdid. 547). This statement, 
written in 1846, reproduces in substance that of Lirrizron 
written 400 years ago with reference to common law convey- 
ances. 

The sum of the matter is as follows :—Of the four authorities 
cited in support of the proposition that in limitations of an equit- 
able estate in fee words of inheritance are not necessary, that in 
Crvisz is irrelevant to it, and that in Butter contradicts it ; while 
the language used, with less than their usual caution, by Hayzs 
and Wi1.ms, which supports it, are themselves unsupported, 
and when read with their respective contexts, appear to have 
been used when those eminent writers were thinking of contracts, 
executory trusts, and wills rather than of conveyances by deed ; 
and, if intended to apply to such conveyances, are contradicted 
not merely by the five modern decisions which the court relied 
on, and by more modern text-writers than Hayzs and Witt1Ms, 





but by a body of doctrine stated as settled more than two 
hundred years ago by Lord Chancellor Norrincuam, and en- 
forced, after a temporary error, by Lord Harpwicxez, O., and by 
his successors, Lords Norruineton and Tuvurtow, recognized by 
Butter, Preston, and Sanpers, all earlier writers than Hayes 
and WIL.1AMs, and since stated by Spence and Lew, as well as 
by Sir Howarp Exrninstone and Messrs. Norton and .Ciark. 
Probably the mass of authority for the proposition that “an 
equitable limitation by way of trust executed has the same 
construction as a legal limitation” might be largely added to; 
but it is conceived that enough has been written to shew that 
that proposition does not depend on the precarious authority 
of two modern text-writers and a few recent decisions only, but 
rests on an ancient and immovable foundation, and may be 
relied on as of yore. 








ORIGINATING SUMMONS: A SUGGESTION. 


A CORRESPONDENT favours us with the following suggestions :— 

The following are the modes in which an “ action” may be brought 
before the court :— 

1. By writ indorsed with nature of claim (ordinary action). 

2. By writ indorsed with “‘ statement of claim” under ord. 3, r. 6, 
supplemented by order i4. 

3. By writ indorsed with a claim for an account (ord. 3, r. 8), 
supplemented by order 15. 

4, By writ raising questions of law and fact and indorsed with a 
100 11808)), plaintiff’s intention to proceed without pleadings (order 
18 (1893) ). 

5. By writ raising issue of fact to be tried by consent without 
pleadings (order 34, part 2). 

6. By writ and further pleading raising questions of Jaw (ord. 25, 
r. 2). 

7. By special case, where parties concur in stating questions of law 
for decision of court (order 34, part 1; see also ord. 34, r. 2). 

8. By originating summons, constituting an ‘‘action.”” In Chan- 
cery under ord. 59, rr. 3 and 5A. In all divisions under ord. 544 

1893). 
‘ No 1 represents an ‘‘ action” in its normal condition in which the 
proceedings will run the usual course. 

Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, represent ‘‘actions” of a special kind, in 
which the normal course is more or less deviated from. 

Of these special actions, Nos. 2 to 7 inclusive are commenced by a 
writ of summons. But No. 8 is commenced by an “originating 
summons.” 

The mode of procedure was introduced into the Chancery Division 
in 1883 by ord. 55, r. 3, subsequently developed by ord. 55, r. 5A 
(1885), and recently extended to all divisions of the High Court by 
order 54A (1893). 

A special action commenced by origiuating summons differs from a 
special action commenced by writ in some important particulars. 

In special actions commenced by writ, the court, the moment the 
writ is issued, has conferred upon it the fullest jurisdiction which the 
subject will admit of ; all the rules of court applicable to “‘ actions” 
apply, and the court can so mould the action as to insure justice 
being done in the speediest and cheapest manner. 

But the jurisdiction conferred upon the court in an action com- 
menced by originating summons is a limited jurisdiction only. 

It sometimes happens, therefore, that the cost of an action com- 
menced by originating summons is entirely lost, because the subject- 
matter is yutaide the limited jurisdiction of the court, and the cost 
has to be borne by the applicant: see Re Davies (38 Ch. D. 210), Re 
Royle (43 Ch. D. 8), Re Giles (43 Ch. D. 391); and it is doubtful whether 
the consent of the parties will confer jurisdiction on the court: Le 
Bridge (56 L. J. Ch. 779.) 

The court, however, in order to prevent loss of time and money, 
will sometimes direct a writ to be issued, and the action set down for 
trial without pleadings. But this course is not always available, for 
it sometimes happens that the Statute of Limitation has run since the 
issue of the originating summons, and that, consequently, no further 
action by writ can be commenced. 

An applicant, therefore, who has desired to take the opinion of the 
court in the speediest and cheapest manner sometimes finds that his 
time and money have been lost, from what appears to him a mere 
technicality. Occasionally, also, he finds that this loss of time has 
barred him of all remedy. 

Farther, the Rules of Court have only a limited application to 
“« special” actions commenced by originating summons, and no one 
knows exactly how far these limitations extend, but ord. 16, rr. 48-59, 
and ord. 26 have been decided not to apply to such action. 

The originating summons which institutes an “action” clashes 
also with the originating summons which does not commence an 
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‘‘ action.” The form (since 1893) seems to be the same in both cases, 
although the proceedings are essentially different. The stamp fee 
exacted is of the same amount in both kinds of originating summons. 

It has been shewn that there are many disadvantages connected 
with this mode of procedure. 

There.does not appear to be any advantage gained, either in time or 
money or otherwise, by enabling an action to be commenced by 
originating summons under ord. 55, rr. 3 and 5a, and ord. 54a. 

The practice of indorsed writ under ords. 3, rr. 6 and 8, followed by 
an appropriate summons (orders 14 and 15) is simple, effective, and well- 
known. 

If a rule were added to order 3 enabling a writ to be indorsed by any 
of the persons and for any of the purposes mentioned in ord. 55, rr. 3 
and 5a and ord. 544 (1893), and if a further rule were added to orders 
14 or 15 enabling a summons to be taken out for fixing an appoint- 
ment, for hearing (ord. 54, r. 4D, 1893, Appendix K, No. 1¥) or for 
directions, all the advantages of the present action by originating 
summons would remain and they and their disadvantages might 
disa r. The practice would then be uniform. ll ‘‘ actions” 
would ‘be commenced by writ, and difficulties such as those which 
arose in Re Holloway and Re Blyth & Young and many other cases, 
would cease to trouble the practitioner and waste the time of the 
courts, 





REVIEWS. 
LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


THE LAW QUARTERLY REviEw. April, 1894. Edited by Sir 
FREDERICK PoLLocK, Bart. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This number of the Law Quarterly Review contains several articles | P' 


of considerable interest. In discussing the case of T'he Zeta (1893, 
A. C. 468) Mr. R. G. Marsden shews that the decision of the House 
of Lords was a proper recognition of the extensive jurisdiction in 
tort possessed by the Admiral’s Court in early times. ‘‘ The Principle 
of Betterment in its Legal Aspect ” gives Mr. P. V. Smith the oppor- 
tunity at once of shewing the equity of the principle in general, and 
of pointing out what he regards as an error in the mode in which it 
was proposed to apply it in the London County Council’s Strand 
Improvement Scheme. In his view the betterment tax on any par- 
ticular property ought to represent no more than the actual increase 
in the value of the property. In the London County Council’s scheme, 
however, an arbitrary proportion—one-half—of the whole cost was 
to be raised by the betterment tax, the owners affected being liable 
for their due proportion of this moiety, and not only to the extent of 
the improvement of their property. The article deserves perusal by 
readers who are interested in putting the principle of betterment on a 
sound basis. Mr. J. Dundas White traces the origin and development 
of the action for breach of promise in English and Scotch law, and 
also of the auxiliary remedy for seduction. As to suggested reforms, 
he opposes any means direct or indirect for owe ge | damages for 
seduction, and would restrict the damages in breach of promise cases 
to the actual pecuniary loss of the plaintiff. The recent article by 
Sir Howard Elphinstone, in which he denied that a right of action 
in tort could properly be classed as a chose in action, has produced a 
reply from Mr. T. Cyprian Williams, and the latter writer has 
employed great research with a view to establishing that the early 
authorities which give to the term a more extended meaning are 
correct and are consistent with modern . The origin of the 
distinction between the remedies for libel and slander forms the 
subject of an article by Mr. Joseph R. Fisher, who traces it back to 
the practice of the Star Chamber. At the present time, as he points 
out, it has the anomalous result that a speaker at a public meeting 
may not be liable for libel for want of special damage, but his words 
on being reproduced in a newspaper at once expose the journalist to 
an action for slander. ‘“ Attempt” and “intent,” and recent 
decisions relating thereto, such as Reg. v. Brown (38 W. R. 95, 24 
Q. B. D. 357) and Reg. v. Ring (66 L. T. 300), furnish Mr. Showell 
Rogers with material for some rather severe criticism on the mode 
in which decisions are arrived at in the Court for Crown Cases 
Reserved. He urges that, notwithstanding the ap t over- 
ruling of Reg. v. Collins (12 W. R. 886, L. & €. 471) in 


- v. Brown, a breach of a covenant entered into by the 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CARTER v. FEY—No. 2, 22nd May. 


Practice — Insunction —Intertocutrory Insunction— APppLicaTION BY 
Derenpant rw Piarntirr’s Acrion—No Countgr-ciain—Re.ier souGHtT 
BY DEFENDANT OUTSIDE SCOPE OF r’s Acrion—JuRISsDICTION— 

JvprcatuRE Act, 1873, ss. 24 (7); 25 (8)—R. 8. C., L., 6. 


Appeal by the defendant from the decision of Kekewich, J. The 
plaintiff and the defendant had carried peng? ag the business of 
wine merchants under the name of ‘‘ Carter & Fey.’”” By a deed of the 
12th of May, 1893, the partnership was dissolved by mutual consent, the 
defendant being bought out by the plaintiff, and it was thereby provided 
that the name of the defendant should be —— from the name of the 
said firm on all vans, signboards, labels, advertisements; and 
the plaintiff thereby released the defendant from all covenants contained 
in the hip deed, except a covenant contained in said partnership 
deed whereby the defendant covenanted that he would not, for a period of 
five years from the date of dissolution of the partnership, carry on the 
business of a wine merchant in Winchester or within two miles thereof. 
The plaintiff, alleging that the defendant had broken this covenant, issued 
a writ for an injunction to restrain the defendant carrying on the business 
of a wine merchant in Winchester, and gave notice of motion for an 
interlocutory injunction in terms of the writ. The defendant, who had 
entered an ap ce to the writ, thereupon gave a cross notice of motion 
for an injunction, until further order, to restrain the plaintiff from er 
the name of the defendant on vans and belonging to the plaintiff, 
or on any signboard, label, or other advertisements issued by the plaintiff, 
or otherwise in the carrying on of the plaintiff’s business, in contravention 
of the plaintiff's covenant in that behalf. Both motions came on for 
hearing together; the defendant had filed affidavits in answer to the 
laintiff’s motion, and also in support of his own motion. No 
pleadings in the action had as yet been delivered. On the hearing of the 
motions, after the defendant’s counsel had read the affidavits in answer to 
the plaintiff’s motion, he proposed reading the affidavits in support of the 
defendant's cross motion, whereupon counsel for the plaintiff took a pre- 
liminary objection, upon the ground that the claim by the defendant's 
cross motion was not such as could be properly brought forward by way 
of cross motion in the plaintiff's action, until the defendant had delivered 
a counter-claim, or hod toneedl a writ of summons as plaintiff. Kekewich, 
J., allowed this preliminary objection, and dismissed the defendant's 
cross motion ; pt on the plaintiff's motion he made no order. The 
defendant appealed. Counsel, on behalf of the appellant, relied on section 
24, sub-section (7), of the Judicature Act, 1873, which enacts that “‘ the 
High Court . . . in every cause or matter ding before it shall 
have power to grant and shall grant, either utely or on reasonable 
 . « * all such remodiies whatsoever as any of the parties thereto 
may @ to be entitled to oo of any every legal or equit- 
able c roperly brought fi by them respectively in such cause or 
matter, so that as far as ble all matters so in controversy between 
the said ies may be com: and aT determined, and Eat —- 

licity of 1 roceedings any of such matters avo’ = 

a T Sed Sn. pans 25, sub-section (8), of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
which enacts that “an injunction may be granted . . . by an inter- 
locutory order of the court in all cases in which it shall appear to the 
court to be just or convenient that such order should be made ”’ ; and on ord. 
50, r. 6, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, which provides that “an 
application for an order under 25, sub-section (8), of the principal 
Act may be made to the court by any party ; if the app ion be by the 
plaintiff, it may be made either ex parte or with notice; and if it be by 
any other party, then on notice to the tiff, and at any time after 
appearance, by the party making the app! on.” 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, Lorgs, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Lrvoxey, L.J., said that the appeal raised a point of practice which was 
new and important, and one of some difficulty. The question was whether 
a defendant wan an immediate injunction could apply by way of 
motion in the plaintiff's action, without waiting to deliver a counter-c 

or without bringing a cross action, for relief not in any way comprised in 
the action brought by the plaintiff. ‘The nature of the plaintiff's action 
here was not an action for dissolution of partnership, nor for 
partnership accounts, nor for administration of the partnership estate ; it 
was simply an action for an injunction to restrain the defendant carrying 


and the somewhat contemptuous reference to it in Reg. v. Ring, the | mis was not an application by the defendant in any way relating to or 
question whether there can be an attempt to commit a crime in a concerning an object of relief sought in the plaintiff's action, and the 


case where the crime is impossible must still be regarded as open. 
The remaining articles are on ‘‘ Foreign Companies in Italy,” by 


Mr. Malcolm MclIlwraith, and on the maxim Actio personalis moritur | the 


cum persona in the law of Scotland, by Mr. R. M. Williamson. 








resent case was lore di from ant v. Read (1 Ch. D. 
), where the action was for dissolution of and the taking of 
ip accounts, and Sir George Jessel, M.R. 

to move in 


partition action, was cnt to move for the tment of a receiver of 
It is anticipated that the judicial business of the House of Lords will ay But ee ee or ceciopnaan eaten te 


be resumed on Tuesday next. The 


present list consists of ten cases, of | todo 





which five are English and five are Scotch appeals. There-are also five | the same 
appeals awaiting judgment. . contended 
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he could claim the relief he sought by way of counter-claim, but as he 
was desirous to obtain an immediate injunction he claimed to be entitled to 
move at once for an interlocutory injunction under ord. 50, r.6. If the 
defendant were right in that contention it would be just as competent for 
the plaintiff to move for an injunction in respect of something outside the 
subject-matter of his action. If the defendant’s application was for 
relief in any way connected with the object and purpose of the relief 
sought for in the plaintiff’s suit, he would have had good ground for his 
contention, but the defendant’s application had nothing to do with the 
relief sought in the plaintiff’s action, and the defendant’s contention was 
in his lordship’s opinion erroneous. If the defendant could not afford to 
wait till the time for delivering a counter-claim he should issue a writ in 
® cross action against the present plaintiff and then move in that action. 
This application was an experiment tried now for the first time, and it 
could not succeed. 


Lorgs, L.J., said that in his opinion a defendant could in certain cases 
move for an injunction in the plaintiff’s action without delivering a 
counter-claim or without issuing a writ in across action. Those cases 
were where the relief sought by the defendant arose in respect of the 
plaintiff's action or was incident to the plaintiff’s cause of action; but if 
the relief sought by the defendant was outside of, and did not arise in, 
the plaintiff’s action at all, then the defendant could not move for an 
injunction. 


Davey, L.J., said that the Legislature might or might not have been 
wise to require a plaintiff to issue a writ of summons stating in general 
terms the nature of the relief he sought, before-moving for an injunction ; 
but the Legislature did require that to be done on the part of a plaintiff. 
It was now contended that a defendant was in a better position, and that 
he could move for an injunction without converting himself into an actor 
suing by way of counter-claim or without having himself issued a writ. 
If a writ were issued claiming damages for breach of trust, could the 
defendant thereupon move for an injunction to restrain the plaintiff 
libelling him by saying, for instance, that he, the defendant, had cheated 
at cards? It was contended that the defendant could do so, and the 
Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25, sub-section 8, and ord. 50, r. 6, were relied 
upon. It was said that “an injunction ’’ meant any injunction which the 
defendant deemed himself entitled to. His lordship could not agree with 
that contention. It his opinion it meant an injunction relating to or 
arising out of the relief sought in the action brought against the defendant 
and which was before the court. The defendant’s cross motion here did 
not fulfil that condition. The relief sought by it did not arise out of the 
relief sought in the only action before the court. Sargant v. Read illus- 
trated the point very well; there the relief sought by the defendant did 
directly arise out of the relief sought by the plaintiff, and the object of 
the defendant’s motion there was merely to preserve the status quo of pro- 

the subject-matter of the action till the trial. No case could be 
ci to support the defendant’s contention—viz., that a cross motion 
such as this could be supported. The Judicature Act had been in force 
for nearly twenty years, and there was no case in which relief such as this 
had been sought by a defendant until he made himself an actor either by 
issuing a writ or delivering a counter-claim.—Covnse., E. Le Riche; 8. 
Dickinson. Soutcitors, W. H. Hales; O. Wheable, for Scotney § Shenton, 
Winchester. 

{Reported by M. J. Biaxez, Barrister-at-Law. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Winding-up Cases. 
Re HAMPSHIRE LAND CO.—Vaughan Williams, J., 11th May. 


Company—Winpinc vup—Svuperviston—Securiry—AppitTionaL Liqurpa- 
TOR—APPOINTMENT BY CourtT—Compantes Act, 1862, s. 151. 


The above-named company passed an extraordinary resolution in favour 
of voluntary winding b 2 and appointing S. as liquidator of the company. 
An order was afterwards made continuing the voluntary winding up under 
supervision. On the application of a building society, which was the only 
creditor of the land company and was also in liquidation, the court 
appointed one of the liquidators of the building society to be an additional 
liquidator of the land company. A question was raised in chambers on 
the drawing up of the order whether the additional liquidator should be 
required to give security, and the point was brought before the judge in 
court. It was said on behalf of the building society that the voluntary 
liquidator had not given security, and that it had been decided that in 
such a case an additional liquidator appointed by the court should not be 
required to give security, and that to require an additional liquidator to 
give security would cause further expense. Re European Bank, Ex parte 
Paul (19 W. R. 268) was referred to, where it was held that in a voluntary 
winding up, where the shareholders have not required security from the 
sen — ‘by them, the court will not require security from a 
substituted liquidator appointed by the court after a supervision order. 

Vaveuan Wriuiams, J., said the more recent practice had been to 
require security to be given, and referred to the order in Re Private 
Inwestors’ Association (4th March, 1892) (Palmer’s Winding-up Forms, 2nd 
ed., p. 624). The my | must give security.—CounseL, Frank Evans. 
Soxicrrorns, Learoyd, James, § Mellor. 


| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
INNES ». NEWMAN—9th May. 


MunicreaL Corporation —ByE-LAW—REASONABLENESS—MAKING OvTCRY TO 
THE ANNOYANCE OF THE INHABKITANTS—EVIDENCE. 


The question in this case was whether the respondent could be con- 
victed upon the evidence brought before the Cambridge borough 
magistrates of an cffence against a bye-law of the borough (made under 
the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882) which rendered liable to a penalty 
any person making a violent outcry in the public street ‘‘ to the annoyance 
of the inhabitants.’’ The evidence adduced upon the hearing of the 
charge against the respondent was that he had continued for a consider- 
able time to make a violent outcry in the street outside the door of an 
inhabitant of the borough to the annoyance of that inhabitant. The 
magistrates were willing to convict if this evidence was sufficient to 
support a conviction, but, being in doubt whether it was sufficient to prove 
that one inhabitant only was annoyed, stated this case for the opinion of 
the court. On behalf of the appellant Stanley v. Furndale (56 J. P. 708) 
and Woolley v. Corbishley (24 J. P. 773) were cited. 


Tue Covrt (Wricur and Coturns, JJ.) held that the bye-law was 
reasonable, and that it was not the less an offence against it use one 
inhabitant only was annoyed. Case remitted to the magistrates.—CounsEL, 
Low. Souscrror, The Town Clerk of Cambridge. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dirt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re J. T. CLARK, Ex parte BEARDMORE—C. A. No. 1, 4th May. 


BANKRUPTCY—ADMINISTRATION OF ASSETS—ASSETS ACQUIRED BY UNDI8- 
CHARGED BANKRUPT TRADING WITHOUT KNOWLEDGE OF TRUSTEE—SEcoND 
Banxruprcy—Banxrvuptoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 44. 


The question in this case was whether, where an undischarged bankrupt 
traded without the knowledge of his trustee and became a second time 
bankrupt, the property acquired by him in the course of such trading was 
to be administered in the first or in the second bankruptcy, or was divisible 
among the creditors under both bankruptcies. In 1884 the debtor was 
adjudicated bankrupt. In 1887 the trustee in that bankruptcy was released 
and the official receiver became trustee. The debtor since 1884 commenced 
trading again without, as was found as a fact in the case, the knowledge of 
either the trustee or the official receiver, and acquired considerable property. 
On the 11th of May, 1893, the debtor executed a deed of assignment for 
the benefit of his creditors, and thereupon a receiving order was made 
against him on the 16th of June, 1893, and was followed by adjudication 
in bankruptcy. The official receiver, who became the trustee in the second 
bankruptcy also, realized assets to the extent of £580, mostly consisting of 
the proceeds of a contract to build a post office, some of the debts to the 
creditors in the second bankruptcy being in respect of materials supplied 
under that contract. The county court judge, upon the application of the 
official receiver, held that the assets ma a must be administered in the 
first bankruptcy, but the Divisional Court (Vaughan Williams and Wright, 
JJ.) discharged the order and directed them to be administered in the 
second bankruptcy, without deciding the question as to whether the 
creditors in the first bankruptcy were entitled to prove inthe second. The 
creditors under the first bankruptcy appealed. 


Tue Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L. Smrrn and Davey, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 


Lord Esuer, in the course of his judgment, said that, by virtue of section 
44, sub-section (i), of the Bankruptcy Act of 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), the 
property of the bankrupt divisible amongst his creditors comprised all 
such property as might belong to, or was vested in, the bankrupt at the 
commencement of the bankruptcy, or might be acquired by, or devolve on, 
him before his discharge. The trustee at the commencement of a 
bankruptcy took such property without paying the creditors from whom it 
had been acquired, and the same rule applied to property acquired by the 
bankrupt after the bankruptcy. That was the rule laid down in Ez parte 
Ford (1 Ch. D. 521), and this case must be decided in accordance with that 
view. The case of Cohen v. Mitchell (25 Q. B. D. 262), which came afterwards, 
was not a case between two trustees or between the bankrupt and the 
trastee, but between the trustee in the bankruptcy and traders dealing 
with the bankrupt after the original bankruptcy. That case went a long 
way, for the court there held that until the trustee intervened persons 
dealing bond fide and for value had a valid claim as against the trustee, and 
that in cular cases the case would not be governed by the strict words 
of the Act. But this case was not within Cohen v. Mitchell, for there was 
no dealing here ‘“‘ for value,’’ which was the sense in which ing was 
taken in that case, and the court there did not intend to overrule Er 
parte Ford, which laid down the rule, while Cohen v. Mitchell explained the 
exception. Here the trustee knew nothing of the trading, and the case 
came within the plain language of the Act. Finally, the trustee, in taking 
the assets, was not bound also to take the liabilities, for the bankrupt 
could not rightly be said to have acted as the agent of the trustee, 


A. L. Suirn and Davey, L.JJ., concurred.—Counse., Muir Muckenzie and 
Ringwood ; H. Reed, Q.C., and Clayton; Arthur Russell. Soxicrrors, A. 
Godwin Hammack, for Bennett § Baddeley, Hanley ; C. Robinson § Co. ; Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade. 








[Reported by J. B, Mex.oz, Barrister-at-Law, | 
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Re LAMB, Ex parte THE BOARD OF TRADE—Q. B. Div., 10th May. 


BANKRUPTCY—TRUSTEE APPOINTED BY OrepIToRS TRUSTEE OF ANOTHER 
Estata wita Conriictinc Inrerests—OnsgcTion BY Boarp or Trape— 
Report to Hich Covrr—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 
s. 21. 


This was a notification to the High Court, pursuant to section 21 (3) of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, by the Board of Trade of their objection to the 
appointment of one Gregson to fill the office of trustee of the estate of the 
bankrupt Lamb, upon the ground that his relation to the bankrupt’s 
estate made it difficult for him to act with impartiality in the interests of 
the creditors generally. The facts on which the objection was grounded 
were that Gregson was the trustee of the estate of one Emerson, who had 
a disputed claim against Lamb, and that he was a creditor for £3,000 
against Emerson, and for £300 only against Lamb. The only asset of the 
two estates consisted of two-thirds of the Maplin Sands, of which 
Emerson claimed one-third, while Lamb Bi ms that the whole two- 
thirds belonged to him. A very large majority of the creditors of both 
estates had elected Gregson trustee because he was conversant with the 
matters in dispute, and was a friend of the mortgagees of the Maplin Sands 
property. They desired to have one trustee for both estates, fearing that 
if there were two trustees and two sets of solicitors heavy costs would be 
incurred, and that the mortgagees would step in and sell for just sufficient 
to cover their own claims, and that the creditors would get nothing. 
Counsel for the Board of Trade stated the facts, and submitting that 
they shewed that it would be difficult for Gregson to act impartially, left 
the matter to the discretion of the court. Counsel for the creditors of 
Lamb’s estate urged that the wishes of the large majority of the creditors 
ought to be considered. Gregson was considered to be the only person 
who could satisfactorily realize the assets, so that if he were appointed the 
creditors of Lamb’s estate were certain to benefit, even if after realization 
it were to be decided that half the assets were the property of Emerson’s 
estate. 

Vaveuan Wits, J., decided that the objection was invalid. His 
lordship said that the objection taken by the Board of Trade was not un- 
reasonable, but in spite of that, he ought not to support it. Their 
objection was twofold: firstly, that nobody ought to be trustee of two 
estates between which conflicting interests might arise. That weut too 
far. The Bankruptcy Act, and the whole bankruptcy practice, recognized 
that that was not so by allowing the same persons to be appointed trustees 
of the joint and separate estates of bankrupt firms and partners. 
Secondly, they objected that Gregson had a larger interest in Emerson’s 
estate than in Lamb’s. Against that must be set the enormously strong 
expression of opinion by Lamb's creditors in favour of Gregson’s appoint- 
ment. Unity, in realization of the assets, was of paramount importance, 
the adjustment of rights between the two estates could be postponed 
until by unity they had gained solidity. Moreover, even if the trustee 
wished to do so, it was not in his power to decide the conflicting claims of 
the two estates one way or the other. Objection declared invalid.— 
CounsgL, Sir John Rigby, A.G., and Muir Mackenzie; Herbert Reed, Q.C., 
Carrington, and Francke. Sowtcrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade; W. 

Rawlins. 
[Reported by P. M. Fraycxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


DIBB v. BROOKE —Q. B. Div., 8th May. 


BanKRUPTCY—PartTNERSHIP—Ricuts or Trustge or Bankrupt Partner 
AS AGAINST Execution Creprrors or THE Frm—Banxervuptcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 45 anp 46 (3)—Banxruprtcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 
Vicr. c. 71), 8.11 (1), (2). 


Appeal from a judgment of His Honour Judge Heywood in the county 
court at Manchester in favour of the respondent Dibb. Upon the 11th of 
October, 1892, the appellants, William Brooke & Son, obtained a judgment 
against the firm of Cockshott & Kelvey for the sum of £47 lls. 9d. 
Upon the 13th of October the sheriff levied on the partnership property of 
the judgment debtors, and upon the 21st of October he ane: to satisfy 
Brooke & Son’s judgment. Upon the 3rd of November Cockshott pre- 
sented a bankruptcy petition, and had a receiving order made against him, 
the respondent Dibb being appointed trustee in the bankruptcy. Dibb 
claimed the proceeds of the above sale in the hands of the sheriff as against 
the execution creditors, and also in July, 1893, he obtained an order dis- 
solving the partnership of Cockshott & Kelvey, and appointing him 
receiver of the partnership assets. Upon the trial of an interpleader issue as 
to the title to the proceeds of the sale, the county court judge held that 
they were the property of Dibb, upon the authority of a passage in 
Lindley on Partnership, 6th ed., p. 692, where, in comment upon sections 
45 and 46 (3) of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and section 11 (1), (2) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1890, it is stated: ‘‘ The above clauses apply as well to 
cases where one partner is bankrupt, and the same partner is the execution 
debtor, as to those where all the partners are bankrupt, and all are execution 
debtors : it will probably be also held to apply where one er only is 
bankrupt and the execution is against the firm for a partne: debt.’’ 
execution creditors appealed. Counsel for the appellants submitted that 
the statement in Lindley on Partnership was limited by the cases cited to 
support it—viz., Barker v. Goodair (11 Ves. 78) and Dutton v, Morrison (17 
Ves. 193), in both of which the act of bankruptcy preceded the levy. 
The judgment being against the firm, the trustee of one partner was not 
entitled to the proceeds of the execution. As receiver of the 
assets the trustee had no rights against the execution 
goods in question ceased to a gy wore sey elengg ager sy, Dn 
sheriff. They cited Barker v. Goodair, Dutton v. Morrison, Ex parte Villars 


(5 M. & S. 336), Fraser v. Kershaw (2 K. & J. 496). Counsel for the 

mdent submitted that by having execution levied against the firm 
each of the partners committed an act of bankruptcy ; that the title of the 
trustee related back to the completion of Cockshott’s act of bankruptcy by . 
seizure and sale ; that such act of as dissolution of 


of 
the trustee and the solvent partner, and the trustee had the ripbt ta bare 
them administered as in bankruptcy. He cited Dutton v. Morrison, Barker 
v. Goodair, and Fraser v. Kershaw. 


Vaucuan Writrams, J., allowed the a . His lords! said that 
the county court judge should not have allowed himself to be bya 
statement in a text-book, however eminent the author. The last proposi- 
tion in the statement was inaccurate, but it referred to certain cases, and 
probably did not intend to go be those cases, in both of which the 
act of bankruptcy was prior to completion of execution. There was 
nothing in them to suggest that the partnership assets would vest in the 


f 


trustee of one . Nor had the trustee here any rights under 
11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, for that could only be applied when 
debtor whose had been 


: 
é 
F 
; 
: 
te 


whom the petition had been presented. There was nothing in the con- 

tention that he had a title as receiver of the Ape» 
Kennepy, J., concurred.—Oounset, Herbert Reed, Q.0., and Clarke Wil~ 

liams; Muir Mackenzie. Sorrcrrons, May, Sykes, § Batten, for J. Cook, 


Hyde ; Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 
[Reported by P. M. Franoxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Previminary ExaMrnation. 
The following gentlemen were successful at the last Preliminary 
Examination :— 





Addison, Gerald Lacy Humphrey, Reginald Montagu Hum- 
Alderton, d Thomas phrey 

Arathoon, Jobn Daly Lecky Huskinson, Edward 

Arnold, Matthew Jacobson, Ernest Nathaniel Joseph 
Austen, Charles Edward Jeffries, Herbert 

Beavan, Thomas Nicholls Kelly, Charles Edward 

Beloe, John Seppings Kirby, John Alexander 

Blair, John Lamb, Eric les Edward 

Blewitt, Bruce Lamb, Henry John Sanders 


Bolton, Frederick William George Last, Richard Johnson 
Box, Arthur Cecil 
Brandreth, a 


Briggs, Edgar Frederick Hayward Lickfold, James Malcolm 
Bullock, Herbert Wilson Major, Seymour Edward 
Burchell, Alfred William Marsh, Avenel Dudley Beauclero 
Carver, Frank Tom Mellowdew, John 

Cass, Charles Parkinson ‘Richard 


Clark, Archibald M’Cosh 
Colbeck, George Henry 


’ 

Colls, Herbert Ailby Norwood, Ernest John 
Cotterill, John Clement Chawner Page, Harold Ethelbert 
Cross, Cecil Woodrow arsons, William 
Cuthbert, John m Hac Arthur 
Davidson, William Augustus George Pemberton, Leigh 
Davies, Ernest Hilliard Potter, Gaid Westtood 
Dawson, Ernest Arthur Read, Alfred William 
Dickinson, Le desborough GranvilleReed, John J 
Dickinson, Lon ran ‘ames 

Lauton Maud Cockburn Richardson, Wilfred Freeman 
Dowker, Frederick Henry Riddett, Arthur Elliott 


Easton, Harold a Rigby, William ies 
Edge, Norman Charles WorthingtonRodger, William 
Edmunds, William Rees Rose, Gerald 


Pp 
, a8 the} Hill, Richard 





(L. R. 9 Ch. App. 432), Re Sacker (22 Q. B. D. 179), Bx parte Owen (18 
Q, B. D. 113), Woodbridge v. Swan (4 B. & Ad. 633), Harvey v. Orickett 





’ 5 Henry 

Farrar, James Gill Lister Samuel, David 
Field, Sid t, Frederick Lawrence 
Forster, Walter Edward Slater, Gilbert 
Forward, William Graham an, Charles 
Freeman, Alfred William ton, George 
Freeman, Harry Scott Stidston-Broadbent, Herbert Owen 
Fulton, Forrest Stocken, William 
Geare, Herbert Cecil Streeter, Savile G 
George, John Edward Morgan Stretton, Joseph Hope 
Glenister, Louis Oliver Stuart, 
Green, Walter Howard Taylor, Edward Reginald 
Green, Walter Jobn Hatfield Walters, John Howard 
Greene, Joshua Francis Wayte, Walter Alexander 
Grindrod, Charles Oswald Weir, William 
Hammond, Hugh White, Charles Middlecott 
Harrison, Frederick Herman White, Ernest Hyem 
Hartley, Wilkinson, Henry 
Hemstead, Heury Willan, Walter Constantine 
Hilbery ‘ Moncaster Wiese, my 

, Ric sed Cuthbert Walt Percy 
mee S Wi Harold James Selborne 
Holt, Edward Haworth Whittell  W: 
Hordern, Arthur Drake Wy Caloraft 
Howard, Edwin James 
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COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


As the result of the Trinity Honour Examination held on May 7-11 the 
council have awarded as follows :— 

To James Sinclair Baxter, Middle Temple, studentship of 100 guineas a 
year, tenable for three years, and the special prize of £50 for the best 
examination in constitutional law and legal history. 

To John William Girard, Lincoln’s-inn, and Richard William Leage, 
Inner Temple (equal), certificates of honour. 

To Spencer Taverner Hankey and Charles Warre Harriott, Lincoln’s- 
inn; to John Frederick Iselin, Inner Temple; Edward Thornton Hill 
Lawes, Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederick Doveton Maxwell and Denis Charles 
Joseph O’Conor, Middle Temple, pass certificates. 

The ‘‘ Campbell Foster’”’ Prize (Middle Temple) was awarded to James 
Sinclair Baxter, Middle Temple; and the Barstow Law Scholarship to 
John Frederick Iselin, Inner Temple. 

- At the General Examination pass certificates were awarded to :— 

Linxcotn’s-1nn.—Francis G. Champernowne, Edward P. Clarke, Henry 
A. Colefax, Whitmore L. Richards, Arthur E. Russell, Ernest C. Ryland, 
Daulat Ram Mulchand Seth, Syed Abdul Majid Shah, and George G. 
Solomon. 

Inner Temprte.—Henry C. Barstow, Walter 8S. Brindle, Alan B. Broad- 
way, Harold R. Brunner, Eustace L. Chapman, Basil A. Charlesworth, 
Alfred H. Chaytor, Joseph 8. Clouston, Edward H. Coles, William 
Edmonds, Montague C. Eliot, Adshead Elliott, John J. Fernandes, John 
8S. Franey, John B. Gilliat, Douglas W. Graham, the Hon. John W. 
Harris, Alfred I. Harrison, Christopher Head, George E. Heneage, Samuel 
H. F. Hole, Percy H. Illingworth, Khaja Taqui Jan, Henry W. Law, 
Jobn A. Te Gros, Addison M‘Leod, Anthony Mahler, Cecil H. Oliverson, 
William M. Payne, Herbert St. G. Peacock, Archibald E. Ripley, Richard 
H. Russell, Claud Schuster, Leslie F. Scott, Syed Ahmed Shere, John F. 
Williams, Charles G. G. Winter, Harold T. Wright, and Henry F. Wright. 

Mippiz Temrre.—Louis A. R. Bax, Stuart J. Bevan, Henry A. C. 
Bonar, Edmond Browne, Edmund A. Bugle, Ernest H. Cartwright, 
Nolini Mohun Chaterje, George H. Croney, Hem Nath Dé, Norman B. 
Elliot, Cecil E. Fitch, John G. Gibson, Syed Alay Hasan, Syed Mahbooh 
Hassan, William T. Lawrance, Edward H. Lawson-Williams, Parma 
Nand, Edmund T. Nicolle, William North, Tom H. Peatling, Robert C. 
Phillimore, Mowbray S. Rorke, Joseph 8S. Ruston, Frederick J. W. 
Sharman, Goonee Lall Shaw, Kirpal Singh, John E. R. Stephens, Thomas 
we = Surrage, Frank Tarry, Mohammed Majid Ullah, and Ermest A. 

a. 

Gray’s-tnn.—Sheikh Meeran Buksh, Alfred E. Dunphie, Athanasius 
—_ Kumar Ghosh, Arthur G. J. Hall, Frederic W. Horne, Fida 

ogg Khan, Damodar Vinayak Kirtane, Walter Russell, and Cecil 


Walsh. 
*-Examined, 123; passed, 88. 

The following passed in Roman Law :— 

Lrxcotn’s-1nn.—Syed Ali Ausat, Edward W. Bastard, Sampatrao 
Kashirao Gaikwad, John F. B. Moody, and Radhika Prosad Sen. 

Innzr Tempie.—Syed Nasiruddin Ahmed, Stanley P. M. Bligh, Roland 
A. Brown, Robert H. Dun, Reginald F. Hammond, Eustace G. Hills, 
John H. B. Noble, Labadaya Ram Mohun Ray, Archibald Read, the Hon. 
John M. Rolls, Thomas G. Spyers, and Baron Dietrich von Boeselager. 

Mrppte Tempre.—Syud Aminuddin Ahmud Asgar, Bustamji Framji 
Bahadurji, Samuel E. Bray, Joseph H. Cunliffe, George F. Darker, 
Sidney R. Dyer, Pierce E. O’ Brien-Butler, and Frederick W. Thomas. 

Gray’s-1nn.—John H. Butterworth, Duni Chand, Frederick H. M. 
Corbet, Alfred N. Henderson, and Digby L. F. Koe. 

Examined, 49; passed, 30. 





THE STATISTICS OF LITIGATION. 


Mr. Joun Macponett, on Tuesday, read a paper before the Royal 
Statistical Society on the statistics of litigation in England and Wales 
since 1859. He said that the statistics of crime had received far more 
attention, and been reduced to much better order, than the statistics of civil 
litigation. In the Central Office there was an appearance only in about 
60 yer‘cent. of the writs issued, and in actions begun in district registries 
the tage was still lower. In about 3 per cent. only did the cases 
come to adjudication by judge or jury. The first table of the Queen’s 
Bench Division shews the average number of writs, appearances, and 
judgments from 1859 to 1892. From this it appears that in 1891-92 there 
were about 45,000 writs, as against upwards of 100,000 30 years ago, 
and 25,000 judgments, as against 36,000 at the earlier date. Including 
the district registries there were 73,235 writs in 1891-92, as against 
83,622 in 1875-78, or a decrease of 12 per cent. Judgments shewed a 
GCiminution from 35,932 in 1879-82 to 32,435 in 1891-92. There had been 
@ great decrease in process issued in the common law superior courts. 
The mean number of writs in 1891-92 was 93,235; in 1859-62, 100,426; in 
1830, 76,595; in 1827, 101,133. In other words, there was in about 65 
years a diminution of 27 ~~ cent. In 1823-27 the population was 
12,000,000 to 13 000,000, and the average cases entered for trial in the 
superior courts of common law were 3,198, or one to every 3,700 to 4,000 
inhabitants; in 1891 it was one to every 11,263. It might be 
stated that in round figures, of the whole number of judgments signed 
at the Central Office in 1892 (23,332), nearly one-third were obtained by 
summary process under order 14. In London and Middlesex the 
amount recovered by verdicts in 1892 was £318,979 ; that recovered in 1891 
was £952,570, the largest sum recovered within the above years. This 
increare was probably indicative of a disposition on the part of juries to 
| give larger verdicts, At the same time the whole amount recovered was 
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not equal to the sums which a single parliamentary committee had been 
known to deal with in one Bill. Excluding the exceptional figures for 
1891, the average sum recovered in 1887-90 was £287,628. The increase 
in the percentage of actions actually tried and of those defended as dis- 
tinguished from undefended actions shewed that nowadays litigation had 
to do more than it once had with substantial disputes, and that cases were 
sifted more carefully in the early stages than they once were. But costs 
counted for very much in litigation. In litigation, as in warfare, the 
victory was to the attacking party. Under every system of procedure, 
and in every country, the plaintiff, as a rule, succeeded, and the defend- 
ant, as a rule, was beaten. As to the amounts for which verdicts are 
given, between 1871-75 there were 242 actions in which more than £100 
was recovered, whereas in 1891-2 the number was 402. These figures in- 
dicated a growth in the importance of actions, due, no doubt, in part to 
the operation of the County Courts Acts. In trial by jury there 
had been a decrease in the last twenty years of 40 per cent. of 
defended and 73 per cent. undefended actions, and in special jury 
trials a decrease of about 8 per cent. Less distinctly, but still on 
the whole clearly, the same increasing favour for trial by a judge 
was visible in the Probate Court. There has also been a marked decrease 
in the proceedings in district registries, The ‘‘ Judicial Statistics ”’ 
revealed increase in the fees. From a reduced number of actions an 
increased revenue was sometimes obtained. To some extent the increase 
might be more apparent than real. But undoubtedly the fees were higher 
than they had been. When they had been revised it had been to the 
disadvantage of the suitor. The bills taxed in the Queen’s Bench 
Division were :—In 1892, 9,764; in 1883, 14,436; in 1879, 12,254; and 
in 1876, 7,185. No statistics were accessible with respect to the exact 
amount of costs taxed in the Queen’s Bench. With respect to the 
Chancery Division, from the amount of fees paid it might be assumed 
that the amount of costs taxed in 1891 and 1892 was about £303,600 and 
£347,520—i.e., about £32 and £36 each bill. It would seem that in 1889- 
90 in the Chancery Division the av: amount of each bill was about £99. 
There existed an impression, the truth of which could not here be fully 
investigated, that litigation had become more costly. Taking at 
random 100 cases decided in the years 1892-93 in the Queen’s Bench 


Division, the total amount recovered was £27,912, the total 
taxed costs £9,687, or about 44 per cent. of the amount re- 
covered. But this included several verdicts for unusually large 


amounts, it being notorious that the average amount recovered in a com- 
mon law action was far less than £279. But the figures did confirm the 
impression that costs were too large, and that the present procedure in the 
superior courts was somewhat unsuitable for the trial of most actions in 
which £100 and less were involved. In comparing the figures for the 
assizes with the co nding figures for London and Middlesex, it would 
be observed that the percentage of verdicts over £100 in the former was 
less than in the latter, while the verdicts under £50 were more numerous. 
In short, the business at assizes, measured by a money test, was less im- 
portant than that in London. At the same time, it was but fair to add 
that the verdicts at assizes were than they were. In 1837, for 
example, the verdicts above £50 were under 40 per cent.; in 1891-92 
they were over 60 per cent. The business of the Chancery Division con- 
sisted of three kinds of causes and matters :—(a) those involving =o 
questions of law and fact; (5) those relating to small sums, requiring the 
exercise of judicial functions, but rarely presenting any difficulty ; (c) cases 
in which there was no litigation proper, and in which the court protects or 
administers property. Several circumstances conspired to increase the busi- 
ness of the Chancery Division, in which, since 1859, there had been an increase 
of 132 percent. On examining the contentious business of the Chancery 
Division one found :—(a) A considerable increase in writs and originating 
summonses much in excess of the increase in population ; (+) a diminution 
in matters heard since 1879-82, when the highest point was reached ; (0) a 
diminution in actions tried since 1876-78 ; (d) an increase in remanets from 
1859-62 up to 1883-86, and from that period a diminution. As to the 
administrative work of the Chancery Division, we were struck with these 
facts: (a) A great increase in the number of receivers’ accounts and the 
amount of receipts and disbursements ; (4) a diminution in accounts 
passed other than receivers’ since 1880: (c) a decrease in recent years in 
the sales and purchase of estates under orders of court. The maximum 
of the former was 1,026 in 1877, and of the latter 145 in 1884; of the 
latter, the maximum and the minimum, respectively, 411 in 1861 and 50 
in 1892. Many of these c were the outcome of the Conveyancing 
Acts, the Settled Land Act, and of the changes in the rules as to 
administration action; but they probably were ascribable in part to 
economical causes, which seemed to affect litigation even more than 
statutes or rules of procedure. The business of the Probate Court was, 
for the most part, automatic and admunistrative, and dependent on causes 
altogether different from those affecting that of other courts. The adminis- 
trative work had greatly increased since 1859. In the contentious work, on 
the other hand, was a distinct decline, amounting to 45 per cent. since 
1859-62. The figures of the Admiralty Court shewed a reduction in the 
number of writs and actions instituted, and an increase of judgments and 
decrees of about 20 per cent. In the county courts having admiralty 
jurisdiction and the City of London Court there has been since 1878 an 
increase of 8 per cent. In Divorce there has been an increase of 120 per 
cent. in petitions; the husbands’ suits shewing 148 per cent. increase, 
and the wives’ suits shewing 221 per cent. in divorce petitions and 190 per 
cent, in suits for judicial separation. They could now sum up the entire 
business begun in the superior courts (Queen’s Bench Division, Chan- | 
cery, Admiralty Probate and Divorce). They found that in 1859-62 one | 
case was begun in the ———— for every 190 inhabitants ; in 1891-92 | 
one case for every 350. e legal profession in England and Wales has, | 
since 1859, increased about 38 per cent,, in Scotland 44} per cent., and in | 
Treland only 2 per cent. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death, on the 24th inst., of Mr. Cuarzes 

Hazrwoop Crarxeg, one of Mr. Justice Kekewich’s chief clerks. He was 

admitted a solicitor in 1844, and for many years as a member of 

the firm of Clarke & Turner, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields. In 1873 he was 

a ted chief clerk to Vice-Chancellor Bacon. Mr. Clarke has been in 
health for some time. 


APPOINTMENTS, 

Mr. Atrrep Saunpsrs Tratman, solicitor, Bristol, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tratman was admitted in August, 1887. 

Mr. Wattrer Henry Sovtuern, solicitor, 36, Gracechurch-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Southern was ad- 
mitted in January, 1883. 

Mr. Watrer Hesxeru Socort, solicitor, Alcester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. oe Scott was rege ok 7 —e 1879. hap 
registrar and high bailiff of the county co e magistrates o 
the Bocuagneve Petey Sessional Division, and clerk to the Commissioners 
of Land Tax for the Droitwich Division. 

Mr. Bartot Txos. Srorr, solicitor, 5, Great Prescott-street, White- 
chapel, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Storr was 
admitted in February, 1884. 

Mr. Davi Lizwettyn Trenarne, solicitor, Pentre, Rhondda Valley, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Treharne was 
admitted in July, 1884. 

Mr. James Turner, solicitor, 17, 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
December, 1886. 

Mr. Bernarp Wittsuire Toinvrst, solicitor, Southend, has been = 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tolhurst was admitted in April, 
1887. He is a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Wituram Epwin Prirts Tucxsr, M.A., LL.B., solicitor, Barnstaple, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Tucker was admitted 
in July, 1886. 


-street, E.C., has been 
. Turner was admitted in 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIsso.vurion. 
Tuomas Witiram Fuiimove, James Jonn Cummins, and Victor Octave 


Xavier ALFRED DE Morton DE LA CHAPELLB, solicitors (Paddison, Fullilove, 
[ Gazette, May 18. 


Cummins, & de la Chapelle), Abchurch-lane. May 4. 





GENERAL, 


Thursday morning's bulletin with regard to Lord Coleridge was that he 
** hud had a good night and was more comfortable.’’ 


Mr. Baron Pollock, at the request of the Lord Chief Justice, was to 
ene over a meeting of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division on 

hursday afternoon last for the purpose of settling the general rota of 
business arising in that division and other matters. 


The following are the arrangements made for the hearing of Probate 
and Pe serene — oe y = Si , viz. :— 
Special jury causes m y, 22, to Saturda 
June 23, inclusive. These cases will form one list, nm | will be taken i 
the order of their entry. Probate and defended matrimonial causes for 
hearing before the court itself will be taken from Tuesday, June 26, to 
Saturday, July 14, inclusive, and will form one list. Common jury causes 
will be proceeded with from Tuesday, July 17, to Saturday, August 4, 
inclusive, and will form one list. Undefended matrimonial cases will 
taken after motions every Monday during the sittings, and on the 7th 
8th, 9th, 10th, and 11th of August. Summonses before the judge will be 
heard at 11 and motions will be taken at 12 on Monday, May 28, and every 
succeeding Monday during the sittings. Summonses the 

will be heard at the Probate , Somerset House, on each y 
and Friday during the sittings at 11.30. 


The president (Mr. F. P. Morrell), the wo grees (Mr. John Hunter), 
and the Council of the Incorporated Law ety entertained a large com- 
pany at dinner at their hall on Wednesday ev . Among the guests 
were Jord Saye and Sele, Mr. J. Bryce, M.P., Mr. Justice Ohi , Sir W. 
Herschell, Sir W. W. Hunter, his Honour Judge Paterson (treasurer of 
Gray’s-inn), the Rev. the Provost of Queen’s College, Oxford, Mr. J. J. 
Henley, Mr. J. Napier Hi , Q.C., Mr. J. Westlake, Q.C. (treasurer of 
Lincoln’s-inn), Mr. T. H. Cowie (treasurer of the Middle Temple), Mr. M. 
Crackanthorpe, Q.C., Mr. Colville-Smith, Mr. E. P. Warren, Mr. T. H. 
Bolton, M.P., Mr. E. H. Busk, Mr. T. W. Mallam, Mr. 8S. Garrett, Mr. 
H. E. Johnson, Mr. L. Hunter, Mr. F. F. Philpot, Mr. A. Keen, Mr. H. 
Morrell, Mr. E. Wilberforce, Mr. Williamson, and Mr. Bucknill. The 
following members of the council were elite Mae. Grae Barker, Mr. 
Bristowe, Mr. Cunliffe, Mr. Ellett, Mr. F Mr. Gray Hill, Mr. Hol- 
lams, Mr. Janson, Mr. Marshall, Mr. Munton, Sir T. Paine, Mr. Penning- 
ton, Mr. Rawle, Mr. Vassall, Mr. Walters, Mr. Alsop, Mr. Longmore, 
My. Vaughan, and Mr. Woodhouse, . 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora or Reoistnans 1x ATrenxpance on 











Mr. Justice 
Norra. 
Mr. Jackson 
Clowes 
Jackson 
f 
pw ad 
Clowes 
Mr. Justice 
Romzs. 
Mr. Ward 
Pembertea 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 
Pemberton 
Thureday "24 
Apprat Covert, I. v- 
Final and interlocutory appeals from the | Buturla” an ¢ Chas final apps 
Queen’s Bench Di the Probate, | Monday ....28 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division _ Tuesday ... 29 
ate ee Se Sanies Seas ae App motns ex 
Sitting in Bankruptcy. - from ords 
30 { on mots 
ruen, May {82k appetvon cosas | "®t Gan Kon pe 
ty May 22) on ini tory mots and required 
new trial paper if required -. 8 
Wed. ......... 23 | san gd | 
Thursday 24 | New trial paper y ; Chan final apps 
Pelfey on: 5 Se ae OS ee ee eae 


per 





Monda: list) and apps 
y = ST iet aoe . “7 
Tuesday Thursday 7{ Chan dal — 
=e secede 30 } Q B final apps Caer Hf 
Friday fecal Bkey apps and Q B Tuesday i 
Saturday ... 2... App motns ex 
. A motns ex pte from ords 
mots — Wednesday 13; on ini (sep 
Monday .... 4) made on interlocutory list) and Chan final apps 
a activa PEM Thursday ...14 ‘ti 
Theeday 8 | New Saturday sa 16 ) Chan final apps . 
Friday Coeeses g} Bkey PP and new Tuesday . 19 
turda trial paper motns ex 
ae . + a motns ex ~ ee AF 
— apps from o Wed. ......... interlocutory mvta (oop 
Monday......11 ee ag apps 
final re- uired 
a ~ es 
Gucsier ..19) a ee eS eR tien 
Wenes visas “3 Monday’ 4| oe 
Friday ...... 15 | Bkey apps and Q B final | Tuesday .....26 


Monday...... 18 | made on in req 
trial pa if required Thursday ...28 
Tuesday .. _— otras Frida: oe Chan final apps 
| ee trial paper y ... 
os , zr apps trial “| aa Court IL. S phy ke 
Friday ...... a2} oe Eleven further notice. 
Saturday ...23 Rew trial Speciat Norice.—In_consequence of the 
App motns ex pot pe a 
onda: made on interlocutory ject 2 oeaetinscton’ by the Juder ot 
SE, made 
x3 -— and QB final appeals if i Lmen P AK.) I 
req Cause List. 
Wednesday 27 | QB final apps HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Thursday ...28 CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Friday ...... 29 | Bkey apps and Q B final Cuancery Court, I. 
Saturda: QB final apps Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
ee Tues., May 22...Mots and non wit 


by the court. 


Friday ....... 25...Mots and non wit list 

Sreciat Norice.—In consequence of the 

limited state of the Chan. List the | got. - Pots, shtcaus, opposedpeta, 
above general will be sub- | 58*-.---+-----+- oe sums, 


wa oT Soomata 
Friday, Jus 1... Mots and non wit ist 
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Monday ....11...8itting in chambers Saturday ...9¢/ Sht caus, pets, adj sums, Queen’s Bench Final Appeals and New Trial Motions (if any) will be 
Tuesday . oi ene ie ta nd gen pa taken in Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New Trial 

Di grebecee insced 28...8itting in F cheanbers 
Thursday ...14 ) Witness List Tuesday ...29) General Motions may be taken in Court I. on the first day, Tuesday, May 22, or 
Friday bet Wednesday 30 } General paper if not, then on the following days in that week. Final Appeals may 
Monten” 1 sitti anes Thursday ...31 bene: for Kekewich, J, and | be taken in Court I. if the New Trial Motions are finished before the ont 
Tuesday 19 ~ a stetermecnre Friday, pe, ‘ots, adj sums, & gen pa of the first week. 

Wed. ......... 4 eat caus, pets, adj sums, & On Mondays and Fridays Final Appeals or New Trial Motions will be 

Thursday ...21 ) Witness List Saturday . 2) gen ms lacindias wins taken if there are not enough Interlocutory or Bankruptcy Appeals for a 

— gat im day’s Paper. 

Monda Y 8 ing in oe 3 [a or Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on days 

y tting in chambers y General r 

Tuesday ...26 | Non wit list WR 2... OF eee specially appointed by the Court, notice of which will appear in the Daily 

Wels secracese on wit Thesiar ... 7! Mots for Kekewich, J, and | Gayse List. 

Thursday site wits ie a Friday ...... a’ Mots, adj —, and gen Pa AppgaL Court II.—Noriczs. 

Priday. ......29... ier Pipes eg 2 Dn Boggs N.B.—Interlocutory appeals from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
gums = = sonett ye oo | eiceiandaon +(e on Pe, eee ES Divisions will be taken in Court IT. on Tuesday, May 22, and afterwards 

Getunday jon wit list, including un- | Monday......11...Sitting in chambers on every Wednesday in Trinity Sittings. 


pets for North, J. Tuesday 


ooo 
N.B.—If the state of the non witness list pal ° er a General paper 
should permit, the witness list will be ees 


taken on days other than those Friday ......15...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


oeove a) — t > oan notice go. —— ; 18} and gen pa a 
further = will not be taken Tuesday. 10 3} ate ‘ va ain 
Anpecmeaieeiel to herd ann Bact.) Theta) eas 
Sa Sty as Sages | Satray 20) 55cm nl 


Two copies of minutes of the | Monday......25.. Sittiog i= chambers 


Stns elaoe deck an be left | Tuesday .....26) 
court with ’s clerk one clear ‘ed. te eee WT { General paper 
dag before the enuno to be put in the | Thursday ...28) 
paper. Friday ......29.. Fe , adj sums, veunows te 
N.B.—The following Papers on Further ards { Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
Consideration are required for the use of ant bs -; ( gen pa 


be ay a viz. :—T'wo Copies of — Any cause intended to be heard as a short 


Judgment or Order, 1 cause must be so marked in the cause 
Copy F Pi gu 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s : ; 
Certificate, which m: be left in Court book at least one clear day before the 


same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
—— minutes of the proposed judgment or 

er, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put in the paper. 


Spzciat Notice.—Owing to the state of 
the Non-Witness List Witness Actions 
will probably be taken on and after June 
12, and may possibly be taken at an 
earlier date, of which notice will be given. 


with the ‘Judge's Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Cuancery Cover, II. 
Mr. Justice NORTH. 


end } Mots and adj sums 
‘a, pets, & adj sums, 
38. Sitting | in chambers 
30} General paper 
a1) 


..Mots and adj sums 

me 2" .Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
4...8itting in chambers 

5 


ee s| General paper 
cad 8... Mote and adj joums, 
a caus, j sums 
-++-- 11... .Bitting ee vod chambers 
teeeee 12 13} General paper 
” 14 Mota for Chitty, J, and 


Friday ...... 15. Mote and adj sums 
Sht caus, pets, & adj sums, 
6 posed pets 










Cuancery Court, IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
Subject to any special announcement 
arising out of the arrangement for the 
of Witness Actions, the follow- 
ing will be the Order of oe accord- 
ing to the days of the week :— 
Monday —Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday—General 
Paper. 


Friday—Motions and Non-Witness Actions 
or Adjourned Summonses. 

N.B.—Tuesday, May 22 (the first sor of 
the Sittings), will also be a Motion day. 

| Saturday—Short Causes, Petitions, and 

Non-Witness Actions or Adjourned Sum- 

monses. 


N.B.—Short Causes and Petitions will be 
taken on Friday, May 25, instead of 
Saturday, — 26, appointed for the 
oddbention of Her Majesty’ 8 Birthday. 


Actions for Trial with Witnesses will be 
taken on Tuesday, May 29, and continued 
until the end of the following week. 
They will also be subsequently taken on 





= “6 
3 


caus, pets, & adj sums, 
Saturday . 23{ incading enoppesed pets 


Chitty, 
..25...8itting in chambers 


Monday... | Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, 
Tuesday 26 | when the state < other business before 
Wednesday 27 the Court permits 
Thursday... 28 ) Actions with wits | Liverpool and Studies Business will be 
— Mane 29 | taken as follows :— 
po ce a — is | Motions on days appointed for Motions, 
asashort | 
cause must be so marked in the cause oom. Bh, -.. -~Bya Adjoumnet 
book at least one clear day before the | 
same can be put in the paper to be so Summonses in Chambers on Friday After- 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the |  00ns, Liverpool and Manchester Sum- 


monses being rit Liv 4 Fridays, 
wi verpool Summonses 
on Friday, May 25 


Lorp CHancetior’s Court. Cuancery Court, III. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. Mr. Justice ROMER, 
Tues., May 22...Mota, adj sums,and gen pa | Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
Wednesday 23 3 | General pa | only will be taken in the order in the 
oe } Cneee List on every day of the Sittings, 
oeoied “3. -Mots, adj sums, and gen pa | 


from May 22 to Aug 11, both inclusive. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1894. 
Apprat Court I.—Norices. 
Queen’s Bench eo pean Appeals will be taken in Court I. on 
Tuesday, May 22, and afterwards on every Monday in Trinity Sittings. 


fil 
fa 
§ 

| ae 


r order must be left | 
’s clerk the day | 
be put in the paper. 





on Friday, May 25, and following Fridays. 








N.B.—Subject to Chancery interlocutory appeals on Wednesdays, Chan- 
cery final appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further 
notice. 

N.B.—When the interlocutory appeals are not enough for a day’s 
paper, Chancery final appeals will be added on interlocutory days. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if pai will be 
taken in Court II. on Thursday, June 7, and Thursdays, July 5 and 
August 2. 

—— Nortircz.—In consequence of the limited state of the Chancery 


list, the above general ement will be subject to modifi- 
oak: by the judges, of which due notice will appear in the daily cause 
list. 


APPEALS FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 
Hood-Barrs v Cathcart appl of dft in person from order of Justices 
Charles and Bruce, dated April 19, 1894 (ca v April 30) 


Musurus Bey Executor, &c, v adban & others 8pp of pltf from order of 
Justices Lawrance and Wright, on special case, dated i pil 21, 1894 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
For Judgment. 


In re Holford, Holford v Holford appl of deft, M A Dundas, from 
order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated March 17,1894 (c av May! 5) 

Wallace v The Universal Automatic Machine Co ltd app of pltf from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 14, 1894 (ca v May 5) 


(Final List.) 
1894. 


Companies (Winding up) In re the Anglo-Austrian Printing and Publish- 
ing Union ld & Co’s Acts appl of Sir H A Isaacs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Vaughan- Williams, dated Feb 10, declaring appellant guilty of 
misfeasances and breaches of trust, and liabie to contribute to assets of 
company (security for £30 ordered April 7, 1894) 

Collingham v 3 (aco app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 


Jan 27, 1893 ty for £100 ordered May 2, 1894) April 14 
Collingham v supe app of pltfs from order of Mr Justice North on 
petn, dated Jan 7, refusing to sanction scheme of arrangement (to 


come on with Final Appeal, by order) April 23 

In re Francis Jordan, (trustees’ accounts—alleged improper invest- 
ments) Serjeanteon vStokes app of defts from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, dated June 27, confirming report of Official Referee after 
trial of action Same Action app of defts from order of Mr. Justice 
Kekewich, on fur con, dated July 11, 1893 

In re The Kidsgrove Steel, a & Coal Co Id and Co’s Acts app of Sir 
F GM Boileau & ors from judgt of Mr. Justice Chitty, dated Feb 8, 
1894 (so until return of counsel from Spain) April 18 

In re Tucker, dec, Tucker v Tucker app of deft from judgt of Mr. 
Justice Romer, dated Jan 27, 1894 — aa 4 ye April 27 

In re Boyd, dec, Garfitt v Rendell © a Plummer & ors from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Fe Py, “a04 May 3 

In re Nash, dec, Pratt v Bevan “pp of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated April 6, 1894 May 

Companies (Winding- -ap) In re the Tominil Mines ld & Co’s Acts, 1862 
to 1890 B of J 8 Thompson from jdgt of Mr Justice Vaughan. Wil- 
liams, dated April 25, 1894 May 7 

Nobels Sadia Co ld v Anderson app of plts from jdgt of Mr Justice 

ted P ag 4, 1894 (jdgt not perfected) May 

Tn re Clarion, doe , Metcalfe v Murgatroyd 7. of rit i jdgt of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated April 28, 1894 May 8 

In re erage dec, McDermott v Boyd app of E R McDermott from 


jdgt of Mr Justice North, dated May 3, 1894 (order not perfected) 
May 11 
FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURTS OF LANCASTER 
AND DURHAM. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
Drielsma v Manifold app of plt from order of the Palatine Court, dated 
April 24, 1894 May 
1894. 
(Final List.) 
McKean & Crewdson v Edelston app of papal” dated Feb 13, 
1894 April 19 (security for costs ordered April 25) 
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May 26, 1894. 











FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 

Hanfstaengl Pe Palace ld app of dfts H R Barnes & Co, ld & anr 
from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated April 6, 1894 May 1 (SO 
Wednesday, April 30) 

Carter v Fey app of dft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 
27,1894 May5 

Companies Winding up Re The Delhi Steamship Co, ld & Co’s Acts, 
1862 to 1890 app of G S Barnes, Official Receiver, from order of Mr 
Justice Vaughan Williams, dated April 25, 1894 May 9 (order not 


rfected) 

Odseuaee Winding up Re The General ae Corporation, ld & 
Co’s Acts, 1862 to 1890 a GS Barnes, Official Receiver, from order 
of Mr Justice Vaughan jams, dated April 25,1894. May 9 (order 
not perfected) 

Companies Winding up Re The Northern Transvaal Gold Mining Co, ld 
app of G8 Barnes, Official Receiver, from order of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated April 25, 1894 May 10 (order not perfected) 

Nugent v Nicolai app of plt from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 
April 30, 1894, giving leave toamend May 11 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1894. 

Ecclesiastical Commrs for England v Parr & ors app of pltf from judgt 
ot Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 29, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
Feb 6 : 

Moxham v Campbell app of deft from judgt of Justices Mathew and 
Collins, dated Feb 1, adopting official referee’s report, and giving judgt 
for pltf Moxham v Campbell app of deft from order of Justices 
Mathew & Collins, dated Feb 1, refusing to vary official referee’s 


report Feb 6 
Lebon & Co v Straits Insce Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Charles, dated Feb 2, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Fe 13 


The Edison-Bell Phonograph Corpn ld v Smith and anr app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Feb 3, at trial without a jury in 
esex February 14 
Glass (trading, &c) v Steane and ors appl of defts, Steane and 
Osborne, from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 30, at trial with- 
out a jury in Middlesex February 15 

The Bexley Heath Ry Co v North (Q B Crown side) appl of ax IT 
North, from judgt of Justices Mathew and Oollins, dated Feb 2, on 
special case stated, reducing amount of award by Magistrate for com- 
pensation under Lands Clauses Consolidation Act February 15 

Owen v De Winton app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Feb 10, at trial without a jury at Cardiff February 20 

Newwirth v Over Darwen Industrial Co-operative Soc ld (Q B Crown Side) 
app of pltf from judgt of Justices Mathew and Collins, dated Feb 14, 
reversing judgt for pltf in Blackburn County Court Feb 21 

McKenny v The Mayor, &c, of Barnsley app of pltf from judgt of Baron 
Pollock, dated Feb 7, on fur con in London after trial without a jury at 
Leeds Feb 28 

Budden & Wife v Wilkinson app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated Feb 13, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 28 

Aguis v Green, Holland & Co app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Feb 8, at trial without a jury at Glamorgan March 1 

Clements (by next friend) v The London & North Western Ry Co (Q B 
Crown Side) app of pltf in forma pauperis, from judgt of Justices 
Mathew and Collins, dated Feb 2, affirming judgt of non-suit in county 
court Feb 28 

Mills v Downing (Q B Crown side) app of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Mathew and Collins, dated Feb 15, reversing judgt in county court for 
pltff March 1 

Cipriv Davies & ors app of pltff fron judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Jan 31, on question of costs at trial, with a special jury in 
Middlesex March 3 

The Republic of Chili & ors v The London and River Plate Bank app of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Feb 20, at trial without 
a jury in Middlesex March 5 

Taff Vale Ry Co v Barry Ry Co appl of deft from am Ay Mr. Justice 
Kennedy, dated Feb 14, at trial without a jury at March 7 

Marchant, Singer, & Co v Macculloch appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
ae  aaeses dated March 7, at without a jury in Middlesex 

arc. 

Darlaston Local Board v London & North-Western Ry Co appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, Sir F Peel and Viscount Cobham, 
dated Feb 10 March 8 

Grainger & Son v Gough (Q B Revenue Side) app of Grainger & Son 
from judgt of Justices Mathew & Cave, dated Feb 28, setting aside 
oon to income tax on case stated by Revenue Commissioners 

arc 

Att Gen v Worrall, by English information (Q B Revenue Side) “pp of 

Fe defts from eat of J soe enor & Cave, dated —~- 2 a 
arkinson v on appl o s from ju of Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
dated March 19, at fal without a jary in Middleses March 31 

Truman v Meggitt appl of pltf from of Mr Justice Hawkins, dated 
March 5, at trial without a jury at ham March 31 

Morten v Varney appl of pltf from judgt of - oe Wright, dated 








ors, and defend 
as landlords) appl of landlords from j of Mr Ji Cave, dated 
London after 


March 12, on fur con in without a jury at Norwich 


April 
Jin t& Cold v Coleman app of pits from jdgt of Mr Justice Wills, 
March 9, at trial with a special jury at Bristol April5 (new 
rt La Demme Dele Delis Seo 
ompson Vv . 
from jt of Mr. Justice Cave, dated April 3, at trial without a jury in 


Ptewens sud cat v Sone, Sap ot Ses Soon Sp 6 Se Sona 


at a. jury in Middlesex April 14 
Grand Junction Water Works Cov Brontford,,Local Board of deft 
—on ae 


; Seotland 7 
Royal Bank of v Tottenham of plif from j of Mr. 
ree aa dated April 13, at without a jury at 
Reischer v Borwick app of Cot Seen Sale of Ms. Sein SDs 
dated March 23, at trial without jogs April 23 
Wegg-Prosser v Evans opp of of Mr Justice Wills, 
dated April 14, at trial a jury in April 25 
Newton v Nelson of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
April 20, at trial @ common jury in Middlesex April26 (new 
WwW ey wow of pltf in forma fro of Mr 
arren v Murra penperte m udgt 

em Wee March 9, at trial a jury 

P 
Close v Robshaw app of deft from of Mr Justice Collins, dated 
March 21, at trial without a jury at Leds sn 
Ship ‘‘ Norden” Meling v Olcina & Co app of dfte from judgt of the 
President, dated April 25, 1894 April 30 (without assessors) 
Rochdale Canal Co v ae app of dfts from judgt of Justices Wright 

, OD 
ldv 


and Bruce, dated A: spon cere 1 
L Paster (0°B Crown Side) ? 


on 


R Birch, Daykin & A 
Lage y= Justices Charles and Bruce, dated April 17 aay 1 
The Orm Cycle Co v Bailey & Leetham ang ot pit foam joeenet 
— Justice, dated April 18, at trial without a jury in 
y 
Stuart v Smith app of dft fam to of Mr Justice Bruce, dated April 
30, 1892, at without a jury a be 
Kennedy v Thomas app of dft from jndat of Justice Cave, dated 
May 1, oh wwdinggpene jet ip J May 7 
Quick v Wrightson appl of defts, Elizabeth Wrightson and anor, from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Jan 29, at trial without a jury in 
iddlesex May 8 
Brown, Janson, & Co v Philbrick gt pltf from ju of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated April 24, at trial out a jury in May 8 
Chapman v Fylde Water Works Co appl of from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice Day, dated April 25, at trial with a special jury, Division 
Mackey Sten” ‘spol of dott from folgh f Mr Justice Cave, dated April 19 
vSim appl o m. o! ve, » 
at trial without a jury in Middlesex 9 
Comper v Farmers & Cleveland Dairies Co, appl of defts from of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated April 25, at trial without a jury in 


May 10 
The Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v Armson appl of deft from 
jndgt of Justices Charles and Bruce, dated April 26, 1894, at trial 
ay 
FROM PROBATE, DIVO AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
, (ADMIRALTY). 


1894. 
Ship Besten Guntad, 2 Se oe of ship Horton and 
freight spp of from judgt of the President, Dec 21, 1893 
January 
Ship Douglas Hill ( The Carlton Co ld v Owners of 
Douglas Hill a ot tt trom jdgt es Justin Barnes, dated 
March 2, 
Ship Lindfield (sal ) the Owners, &c, of the Challenge and Columbia 
vThe Owners of the Lindfield cargo and freight ‘The Dover. Harbour 
Board as Owners, &c, of the Lady Vita and Granville of defta 
from jdgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated March 20, 1894 April’? 
FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1894. 
Muir v Follett th running water) of for 
sey rene alana ae Bre dated Areil 11; oe tol 
before the Lord Chief Busse eed a wage ury in Middlesex April 21 
Newman & aur v Last 6 CO Caan overflow of water) 
of defts for judgt or new sen ee eee es 





Jan 19, at trial without a jury in 
Hammond & Co, ld vy Dean & Son, ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
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verdict & judgt, dated April 19, at trial before Mr Justice Wright and 
a common jury in Middlesex April 26 

v Roberts appln of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
“verdict & judgt, dated April 14, at trial before Mr. Justice Grantham 
‘and a common jury in Middlesex April 27 (set down by appellant in 


siinge v Curtloe (mu 

Hollings v (malicious prosecution) appn of pltf for jdgt or new 
trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated April 6, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury in Middlesex April 27 

Hardy and anr v The Mortgage Insce Corpn ld appn of deft for jdgt 
or new trial on app from verdict and jdgt, ed April 18, at 
Le * spay Mr Justice Day and a special jury at Manchester 

y 

Mills v Lawrance & Sons (contributory negligence) appn of pltf for 
jdgt or new trial on app from verdict and jdgt, dated April 20, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Grantham and a common jury in Middlesex 


May 1 
Grosvenor Hotel Co ld v Hamilton appn of pltfs for jdgt or new trial on 
ye verdict and jdgt, dated _ 24, at trial before Mr Justice 
tham and a common jury in Middlesex May 2 
Carter v Pipe appn of pltfs for jdgt or new trial on app from verdict and 
dgt, dated April 27, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a common 
ury in Middlesex May 21 
Tozer v The Discount Banking Co of England and Wales ld _appln of pitff 
for judgt or new trial, on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 17, 
at trial before Mr. Justice Wright and a common jury in Middlesex 


May 5 

Robarts v French & Co appln of pltff ob ps or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 1, at before Mr Justice Wright and 
acommon jury in Middlesex May 7 

Gould v Piccadilly Club & ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 

from verdict and judgt, dated April 30, at trial before Baron 

Pollock and a special jury in Middlesex May 8 

Nobbs v Calder appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated April 27, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham and a 
common jury in Middlesex May 9 

Bradshaw v Lotinga appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 


verdict and judgt, dated April 27, at trial before Mr Justice Mathew and | 


acommon jury in Middlesex May 10 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Appeals. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
1894. 


In re Jose Felix Vitoria app of J F Vitoria from order dated May 7 
Inre Charles Goodall app of J H Walker from judgt dated May 1 


(Intertocutory List.) 
1894, 


Lovelland anr v Beauchamp Bros app of G W Beauchamp from order of 
Justices Williams and Wright, dated March 13 April12 (S O by con- 
sent until after publication of award) 

Chamber Colliery Co 1d v The Company of Proprietors of the Rochdale 
heal is? of deft from order of Justices Cave and Wills, dated April 6 

Hood Barrs v Cathcart app of deft in person from order of Justices 
Charies and Bruce, dated April 23 May 3 

Spurgin v Vigers app of pltf from order of Justices Mathew, Cave, and 
Grantham, dated Aprill7 May 8 

The Mayor, &c, of Derby v J Gudgings (Q B Crown Side) app of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Collins, dated May 1 May 8 

Evans v South London Tramways Co (Q B Crown Side) app of defts 
from order of Justices Charles and Bruce, dated April 25 May 8 


N.B.—The above Lists contain Final and Interlocutory A Is set 
down to Saturday, May 12, inclusive. oo 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Tainity Srrrines, 1894. 
Notices relating to the Chancery Cause List. 

Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days 
stated in the Trinity sittings paper, with the following exceptions—viz. : 

Mr. Justice Chitty—In consequence of Mr. Justice Chitty sitting for the 
disposal of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, June 12, until 
Satarday, June 23 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and unopposed 
= will be taken by Mr. Justice North—that is to say, motions on 
ursday, June 14, and Thursday, June 21; unopposed petitions on 
Saturday, June 16, and Saturday, June 23. When the witness list is being 

further considerations will not be taken on Tuesdays. 

Mr. Justice North.—In consequence of Mr. Justice North sitting for the 

disposal of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, June 26, until 


Saturday, car AE (inclusive), his wegen, fe motions and uno peti- 
tions di time will be taken b . Justice Chitty—that is to say, 
motions on Thursday, June 28, and Thursday, July 5; unopposed peti- 


tions on Saturday, June 30, and Saturday, July 7. 
Mr. Justice .—In consequence of Mr. Justice Stirling sitting for 
of his lordship’s own witness list from Tuesday, July 10, 


the disposal 


until Saturday, July 21 (inclusive), his lordship’s motions and uno ed 
petitions during that time will be taken by Mr. Justice Kekewich— that 


t is 





to say, motions on Thursday, July 12, and Thursday, July 19; unop 
petitions on Saturday, July 14, and Saturday, July 21. N.B.—lIf the state 


of business 


admits, his lordship may take the witness list on days in 


addition to those above appointed, of which due notice will be given in the 


Daily Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Kekewich—Subject to any special announcement arisin 


of the arrangement for the disposal 


3 out 
f witness actions, the order of busi- 


ness before Mr Justice Kekewich will be as stated on the sittings paper. 


Actions for trial with witnesses will be taken on ieaape 
continued until the end of the following week. They wi 


May 29, and 
also be subse- 


quently taken on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday, when the state 
of other business before the court permit 


Liverpoo] and Manchester B 
Live: 


ts. 
—Mr. Justice Kekewich will take 


1 and Manchester business as follows :— 


1. Motions on days appointed for motions. 
2. Short causes, petitions, and adjourned summonses on Saturdays. 


3. Summonses in chambers 


will be taken on Friday afternoons, Liver- 


pool and Manchester summonses being taken on alternate Fridays, com- 
mencing with Manchester summonses on Friday, May 25. 

Mr Justice Romer will take witness actions every day in the order as 
they stand in his lordship’s cause book 

Mr Justice Wright (sitting as an additional judge of the Chancery 


Division) will dispose of any remaining transferred 


Chancery actions at 


present standing over generally on application to his lordship in court to 


fix a day for trial 


Summonses before eee ¢ in chambers.—Justices Chitty, North, 


Stirling, and Kekewich 


sit in court the whole day on every Monday 


during the sittings to hear chamber summonses 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken (subject to the witness 
list) as follows:—Mr Justice Chitty, with non-witness actions, except 
procedure summonses, which (if any) are taken every Saturday; Mr 
Justice Stirling, with non-witness actions; Mr Justice North on Fridays 


and Saturdays; Mr Justice Kekewich 
on other days as the judges may direc 


on Fridays and Saturdays, and also 
t 


Specrat Notice wit Rererence To THE CHANceRyY Witness Lists 
During Trinity Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of their 


own witness lists as follows :— 


Mr Justice Kekewich will begin on Tuesday, May 29, and sit continuously 
(Monday, June 4, ——— until Saturday, June 9. 


Mr Justice Chitty wi 


oa a on Tuesday, June 12, and sit continuously 
ae June 18, excepted), until Sat 


y, June 23. 


Justice North will begin on Tuesday, June 26, and sit continuously 
(Monday, July 2, excepted), until] Saturday, July 7 
tani 


Mr Jastice S 


will in on Tuesday, July 10, and sit continuously 


(Monday, July 16, excepted) until Saturday, July 21 
During the fortnight when a judge is engaged on his witness list, 
assign 


motions in causes or matters 


to him (including ex parte motions, 
but not including motions relating to the postpo 


mement of the trial or 


hearing of any cause or matter in his lordship’s list) and also unopposed 


titions assigned to him, will be ‘heard 


‘ollows :— 


y one of his colleagues as 


Those assigned to Mr Justice Kekewich will be heard by Mr Justice 


Stirling 


Those assigned to Mr Justice Chitty will be heard by Mr Justice North 
Those assigned to Mr Justice North will be heard by Mr Justice Chitty 
Those assigned to Mr. Justice Stirling will be heard by Mr. Justice 
Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to Saturday, May 1, inclusive.) 


Kekewich 


Before Mr. Justice Currry. 
Causes for trial (with witnesses). 


Sugden, Keighley & Co ld v Dixon 
act (so until pleadings closed) 
Chepstow Union Rural Sanitary 

Authority v Lysaght act 

In re Robertson Tyre Syndicate ld 
& Cos Acts motion (setdownin 
Witness list by order) 

The Imperial Ottoman Bank v The 
Trustees and Executors, &c, Cor- 
poration, 1d act (not before 
June 20) 

Rooney v Rathbone act 

Watkin v The Dlustrated London 
News ld act 

Mellish v Fraser & Chalmers 1d act 

Banks v Banks 1892 B 5678 
act part heard Banks v Banks 

1893 B 1329 act (Set down 
by order) 

Leigh v Graham act (S O till 
deposns filed) 

Barry Railway Co v Taff Vale Rail- 
way Co act (set down by ord) 


Shepherd v Blank act 
Redmall v Roberts act (Set down 
without pleadings) 

Palk v act 
Walton v Harrinzton act 
down without pleadings) 
erbert act 


(Set 





Davis v Jewell act (set down by 
order pleadings to be delivered) 

Re Dyke Dyke v Dyke act 

Selfe v Parkinson act 

Re John Jones’ Patent No. 16,445 
of 1889 v Petn for revocation of 
Patent with wits by order, 7th 
March, 1894 

Clifford v Baldwin act 

Sanguinetti v Stuckey’s Banking Co 
ld act 


Bussv Buss act 

Re Camp Camp v Dagg act 

Benedictus v Sullivan Powell & Co 
ld act : 

Page v The Eling School Board act 
Southampton D R 

Davis v Treharris Brewery Co ld 
act 

Hanrott v Bond act 

Wo n Pumping Engine Co 
v Naval Construction and Arma- 
ments Cold act 

Singleton v Harris act 

Adcock v Baker act 

Pepper v Robinson, 1893, P, 2039 


act 
Pepper v Robinson, 1893, P, 2097 
act 


Brain v Taylor act 

Porter v Steers act 

Ainslie v Gil Bros act (pleadings 
to he delivered) 








- eet 
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seats Pyne ‘Cb ms oe Pneu- 


ey: Orme v Orme act and 
Thorne v Radford act 


Causes for Trial (without witnesses). 

Lucas v Palmer (construction) ex 
pte pltff adj sumns 

In re Horatio ‘bens, dec Rymer 
v Stanfield (ex pte exors of will 
and codicils) adj sumns 

In re Geo F Starling, an mfant ob- 
jections of Starling—answers of 
Brady and anor adj sumns for 
review of taxation 

In re W Diamond’s Will Trusts and 
Trustee Act, 1893 (ex pte F T 
Keith—trustee of assignment for 
benefit of creditors) adj sums 

In re H W Jewesbury, dec Vince 
and anor v Edwards (ex pte 
exors of E G Jewesbury, legatee 
under will) adj sums 

In re H H A Josse, dec Hall v 
Josse (ex pte trustees and exors 
for determination of question in 
administration) adj sums 

In re Abram Brierley, dec Brierley 
v Brierley (ex pte pltf claiming 
as residuary legatee) adj sums 

In re Parkins, Parkins v 
Durnford (ex pte A J Parkins, 
claiming as heir-at-law and one 
of next of kin for order under ord 
4,r 3) adj sums 

In re Taylor-Smith, dec Taylor- 
Smith v Taylor-Smith Expte 
Thomas Taylor-Smith, executor 
& legatee for order under ord 55, 
r3 adj sums 

In re Contract for Salé of Real 
Estate, dated Aug 3, between A G 
Wood and Earl Hardwicke, & V 
& P Act, 1874 Wood v Earl of 
Hardwicke ( (1893—W—4050) (lia- 
bility of purchaser to pay further 
ppm for timber, &c) ) Bxpte Wood 

j sums 

Buxton v Olver m f j (short) 

Townshend v Townshend adj sums 

Re R C Riches’ Trusts Riches v 
Riches adj sums 

Re 8 Bridgette 1 aaa Cooper v 

Adams adjs 
Re McMullen "Bedford v McMullen 


Farther Considerations. 
Re Punchard Punchard vy Punchard 
fur con (short) 
Re Freeling Shier & Haddon v 
Freeling fur con (short) 
Robinson v Rennoldson fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Norru. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
Tuff v Tuff act Michaelmas 1894 

Goldsmiths’ Cov Tubbs act 

Lewin v Sandford act 

Sarson v a District, &c, 
Banking Co act 

Bentley v Household act 

Wood v Nield act 

Fewson v Robinson act 

Brinsden v Williams act 

Moses v Itchingfield School Board 


act 

Ward v Latham act 

Bromet v Marshall act 

Clerkenwell Vestry v Stubbs act 
(not before July 8) 

Edison Bell eo ap ld 
v London Phonograp 

Gale v Ingledew act & motn ies 


oles v Hosking act 

Kea v Blumberg 

Silver of La Luz ld v Smith 
and ors, Same v Smith and anr 
Consold by Order, Nov 6, 1893 

Re i coon act Collett v Rhodes 
Pome ms 


act (without pleadgs) 
Bon Pa ne Co Id v Kirk 





Kilburne Colliery Co, 1d v Sherard 
act 
Atto ee v Morley Cor- 


Leyshon v po act 
Mid-Kent Fruit Factory, ld v 
Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, 
& Co act 

Johnson v Newnes act 

Re Braybrooke, Paver v Braybrooke 


act 
em — Stone Cold v Grim- 


Pn. B- & Talbot Cab and 
Noiseless 5 Co ld v Phillips & 
Buckland act 

Francis v Boyd act (without plead- 


) 

en 4 and Scottish Banking & 
Discount Corpn ld v Smith act 

Austin & Kentish v Wanklyn & 


Cooper act 
Wood v Coo: act 
Chevalier v Didcott act 


Re OChifferiel, Chifferiel v Watson 
adjd claim directed to be set 
down in witness list by order 


Causes for — —— wit- 


French v Brinton spl case (set 
down by order) March 3, 1893 
Horsfall v Birch mf j and motion 

by order dated Nov 19, 1893 
Pingney v Buchanan act 
Browne v Browne act 
Re Beeny, French v Sproston m f j 
Lacon v Edwards m f j (so until 


pleadings closed) 

Re Shapland, Saw Mills Co ld v 
Rugg mf j short 

me — Robertson v Swaffield 


a ae m fj 

The Automatic Photographic 
Foreign and Colonial Co, ld v 
National Debenture and Assets 
Corporation, ld, and others m fj 


Merryman v Merryman spc 


Adjourned Summonses. 
Re Piercy Whitwam v Piercy 
In re Wise, Lindsey v Wise 
In re Shaw Robinson v Shaw 
In re Wilson —— &V&P 


a? = tb 
The London and County 


"Daly Bldg Soc 
re Pickhard LEnmsley v Mitchell 


7 restored) 
In re Campbell Campbell v Picker- 
ing 
In re T D Miller, dec (expte 
ve D_ Mille Kenned < 
ec (expte 


In re Dertott Ayles v “Bartlett 
In re Wood Anderson v London 


City Mission 
Hanning v Klemantaski 
Skinner & Co v Perry 
Re Leon Montague v Leon 
Re Rind Heathcote v Todd 
In re Bassett v Church 
In re Seton Smith t v Smith 
In re v Jeffery 
Tucker v 
In re Pettitt Flaxman v Pettitt 
In re H . Ingram v ney 
Stevens v Brats ’ 
In re Spittle 7 oentoons 


In = Levy a treaateae Coane &V 
n re 
& P Act, 1874 
= re Evans Pascal YB v Evans 
re King Pascall v King 
Re Clench per v Clench 
Re Thomas pe v Thomas 
Kirkman v Tremellen Tremellen v 
Kirkman 


Re Sere Stephen v Dowdes- 
Re Groom Harvey v Gibbs 





Further Considerations. 
Re Procter Proctor v Procter fur 
con 
Richards v Wand R Richards ld 


fur con 
Re Goulding Minniken v Boord fur 
con 


Before Mr. Justice Straiine. 
Causes for Trial (with witnesses). 
pga v Heygate deft Log 
and Scottish Mer- 


nite ne Ane Trustsld act 
Cohen v Watkins act 
Re x Crawhall v Llewelyn | Re 


Palmer v Raphael at © te 
adj sumns June 12 
Reeks v Reeks act 
Moir-Byres v Capital Freehold 
Land, &c, Cold act 
Wansey, Bowen, & Co v Donis- 
th act 


orpe 
Jukes v Stanham act & 
(S O to Michaelmas 
liberty to apply to restore 
Order 
Stanford v Horsham Local Board 
act (not before June 25 
Burke v Burke act 


Metropolitan Asyl v 
Gibb act (without pl 
Slark v Cox act (not before che 12 
Halifax Joint Stock Banking Co 
v Lambert act (without plead- 


Gankeoe v Watts act 

Saunders v Read act 

Jenkins v Lewis act 

Barnett v Miller act 

Ward v Hopkinson act 

Re Bates tes v Bates act & m f j 

— act (Peterboro 

) 

Ratcliffe v Ratcliffe m fj 
Robertson v Tubbs act 

Morocco Bound Syndicate ld v 
Jones act 

Bishop v Eaton act 

Re Jeans Jeansv Briggs act 

Rogers v Clark act 

Nugent v Nicolai act 

aes hee and County Bank 


Re ‘Lord Stratheden and Conghell, 
dec Alt v Lord Stratheden and 
Campbell act 

Gibbs v Jacob act 

Matthews v New Brunswick Trad- 

Oo of London, ld act 

Re Thomas Kay, Shaw & Kay, Bros, 
ld, and Letters Patent 16496 of 
1892 (Petn ordered to go into 
the witness list) 

Incandescent Gas  < Co, ld v 
Deimel Light Co, 


Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and — ourned Summonses. 
Saunders Briton Medical and 
ae ‘Lite Assoc ld _ special 


Re Malam OY > asdamenge: adj 


sumns 
Jones Hughes m fj Gee 
adj sums 
tr Haling Hastings v Tatham 
Bs ple Viear of Castle B » & 
and Ry Act sums 


ar pe em Fontaneau Haines v 
In se Demstervile, tatenbas te adj 


sums 
In re Brereton Seitger v Chambers 
: adj sums 





In re Beaumont Beamand v Sutton 
sums 






adj sums 

In re Webb Still v Webb adj 

In re Sikes Hirst v Sikes adj 

sums 

In re Blyth Blyth v Blyth adj 

in os ee Ses Se 
Act Meyrick v Attorney-General 

adj sums 

=) oe Harrison v Barney 

ms Elles ai Tiseen, eta: te 


a ta 
Mathews Betley v Bastin adj 


Further Considerations. 
oa Boyd v Osborne fur 


a fur con (short) 
Fritchley v Marshall fur con 


Obedag ’ Hood act (claim and 
counter-claim) 

Re Boustead, Boustead v Shaw act 
fea month after depositions 

— eens Syndicate ld v 


Oldham ¥ Bennett act & m f j 
Pococke v V: act 
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Meredith v Price act St George’s Iron Works, ld (petn of | Rose Klerksdorp Gold Mining Co | Thomas v Swansea Pavilion,ld act 
Lord Windsor v Radcliffe act} W.M. Wilkinson and others) 1d (for declaration to whom divi- (without pleadgs) 

(head of list, May 29) Dalziels’ Atlantic Telegram Co, 1d | dend payable) Guyot v Thomson act 
Chetwode v Bellamy act (petn of Cocks, Biddulph, & Co) | Davies v R Bolton & Co ld (for | Kennard v Kennard act 
Fisher v Gray act The Prince Lubomerski Estates particulars) Re Crawshaw Crawshawv Firth 
Hallett v Hallett act Petroleum Synd, ld (petn of Jas | William Watson & Sons ld (to | act 
Harrison v Woodhead act Stewart) allow claim against company) Whetherby v Kirby act 


Brandon v Whitehead act 

Bluck v Fox act 

Kershaw v Spicer Bros ld _ act 

Miller v Jones O'Callaghan v Miller 
act and counterclaim 

Hanrott v Colley motn tobe treated 
as trial of witness act by order 

Thompson, the younger v Foster 
act and motn for jdgt 


Causes for trial (without witnesses). 
Parker v Parker motn for jdgt 


Adjourned Summonses. 

Lockett v Tarapaca adjd sumns 
(June 15) 

Rothwell Local Board v Wakefield 
Union adjd sumns 

Re Campbell Scmerville v North 
British and Mercantile Insce Co 
= sumns 

Re Huddleston, dec Faa& de Bruno 
vEyston adjdsumns May 23 


Further Considerations. 
Re Tester Lepingwell v Burt fur 
con and sumns restored and two 
me sumns first day of fur con 


) 
Re Brooke Rrooke v Brooke fur 
con adjd from chmbrs and adjd 


sumns 
Clapp v Woodall fur con and 
sumns 


Before Mr. Justice Vavcuan 
i WuiiaMs. . 
tting as an additional Judge of 
Chancery Division.) 
Companies (winding up). 
Petitions. 
Bidaroa Railway and Mines ld (petn 
Equitable Me Co ( Co) 
ortgage of 
Joseph Bull Sons & Co ld (petn of 
T Shaw & Co) 
ee _low petn of H D 


Martiny ld _ petn of J Wilson 

Carenero way and Navigation 
Co ld (petn of La Compagnie 
Generale de Railways a voie 
Etroite Societe Anonyme) 

Woolley Coal Co Id petition of 
Yorkshire Banking Co ld 

South Staffordshire Tramways Co 
petn of Alfred Dawson and 
others 


Barcelona (Besos) Waterworks Co 
a of oy Bank of Spain 


d) 
Pioneers of Mashonaland Syndicate 
ld (petn of J Oldfield) 
London & Colonial Finance Corpo- 
— ld (petn of H Seligmann 


) 
Bristol Hotel & Palmerston Co ld 
a wey Praag 
In es eee 
cox 
Bank of South Australia ld (petn of 
Union Bank of Australia 1d) 
fala) Concessions Co 1d 
(petn of J G Briscoe 
Zambesi (Gaza) Concessions Co ld 


mT LE 
Hotel & Botanical Gardens Co 
Id of J & T Usher) 


ld of F & C Gaen) 
Leeds 


Ainsworth Vale Oo 11 (petn of A 
Favourite rele G0 ld ( f J 
pee , petn o ‘| 





Commercial Stock and Share Corpn, 
ld (petn of H. T. Box & another) 

John Cubitt, Gostling & Co, ld 
(petn of L. J. & C. Seager) 

George Forrest & Son, ld (petn of 
H. Selim) 

Internationa! Commercial Co, ld 
(petn of W. H. Davis, jun) 

Bristol Empire Palace of Varieties 
Co, ld (petn of H. Harris) 

Marchant, Young, & Co, ld (petn of 
H. N. Bickerton) 

General Assets Purchase Co, ld and 
reduced (petn of Co to reduce 
capital) 

Shropshire Iron Co, Id, and the Co’s 
_ of Assn) Act, 1890 (petn of 

0) 

General Apothecaries’ Co, ld and 
reduced (petn of Co to reduce 
capital) 

Brighton, Worthing, and South 
Coast Steamboat Co, ld, and the 
Co’s (Mem of Assn) Act, 1890 
(petn of Co) 


Court Summonses. 

Lyric Club ld (sumns by Capt A 
Brownlow to set aside proofs) 

Alkaline Reduction Synd Id (settle 
list of contributions) 

Mid Kent Fruit Co ld (remove name 
from list) 

Peruvian Guano Co Id (adjudicate 
on claim) 

London & General Bank ld (for 
declaration as to misfeasance) 

Midland Coal, Coke, & Iron Co ld 
(to admit claim) 

Queen Anne & Garden Mansions ld 
(for declaration) 

May v Walters ld (for declaration) 

Lands Allotment Co Id (taxation 
of bill) 

Anglo-Austrian Printing & Publish- 
ing Union, ld (by Off Rec to 
review taxation) 

Anglo-Austrian Printing & Publish- 


ing Union, ld (by Gardner to 
review taxation) 

A Salomon & Co,ld (remove name 
from list) 


General Phosphate Corpn, ld _(re- 
move name from list) 

George Newman & Co, ld_ (for 
declaration) 

South American & Mexican Co, ld 
(reverse decision of Off Rec) 


Action for Trial (with witnesses). 
Huddersfield Banking Co Id v 
Henry Lister & Son ld 


Chamber Summonses. 

Stock and Share Auction and 
Banking Co ld (repayment by 
Bellairs) 

— Club, Id (remove name from 
ist) 

Anglo Austrian Printing and Pub- 
lishing Union Id (leave commence 
bankruptcy proceedings) 

Hutton’s Brewery Co, 1d (for sale) 

Hutton’s Brewery Co, ld (leave 
governed with action) 

London & General Bank, 1d (that 
liquidator abandon bankruptcy 
proceedings) 

National Insurance and Guarantee 
Co,1d (remove report from file) 
Courthope v London Metallurgical 
Corpn Id (as to lien of Arcas 

Plating Co) 


ing 
J Ward, Jones & Co Id 


North British Water Gas Syndicate 





1d (leave complete contract) 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 
Witness Actions 

Paget v Bent act restored 

Kenny v McCarthy act & mf j 
and adj sumns 

Setterwall & Co v Dorman, Brown 
&Co act (Michaelmas sitings) 

Bray v White act 

In re Hill Hill v Miles act 

In re Barrett Webber v Loach 
act 

Wolf v Kent act (23 July) 

Wighton v Bishopswerder act 

Stringer v International Commer- 
cial Cold act 

Gwynne v Drewitt act (not before 
May 29) 

Spurrell v Blake act & mf j (not 
before 21 June) 

Summers v Harley mfj (not be- 
fore June 4) 


Transferred by order dated April 9, 
1894 


London & North-Western Ry Co v 
Guardians of Poor of Holywell 
Union act 

Harrison v Ffolliot, Ffolliot v Har- 
rison act (claim and counter- 
claim May 22) 

Mellish vy Wakefield act 

Hiscock v Long act 

Glasbrook v Rees act 

Gischer vCurgenven act (not be- 
fore July 2) 

Harpour v Whitbread act 

Leech v Brown act 

Southern Disct Co v Harman, Web- 
ber v Southern Disct Co act 
(not before May 28) 

Baillie v Campbell act 

Attorney-Gen v Smith act 

Brear v Jewett act 

Martyn v Hawkins act (without 


pleadgs) 

Chrester’s Brewery Co v Moseley 
act 

Howlett v Weekes act 


Ratcliffe v Ratcliffe act 

| Inre Hurford Brown v Hurford 
act & m fj 

Stamford &c, Banking Co ld v J 
Wyles & Co act 

White v Healy act 

Watson v Bickerton act 

Thorne v Oliver act 

Robinson v Jackson act &mf j 

Bayley v Birch act 

Anthony & Co v Charles Dewynter 


Id _ act 
Walker v Lodge Lodge v Walker 


act &mfj (not before May 30) 

Asten v Asten act (claim and 
counterclaim) 

Duer v Oxenden act (not before 
July 1) 

Noyes v Paterson act 

In reTubb ‘Tubb v Lucas act & 


mf j 
Mutual Life Assce Soc v Jegon 


act 
Gilford v Webber act 
Page v Arbuthnot act 
Kensington v McNamara & Co ld 





act 

Ritchie v Thompson act 

Solomon v Herring act 

Iles v Williamson act 

Edison United Phonograph Co v 
Young act 

Harvie v Mee act 

Scrace’s Brewery Co ld v Perress 

| act (pleadings to be delivered) 

In re Partridge, Partridge v Pedler 
act 2 

Grant v Brown act (claim and 
counter-claim set down by defts) 

Thacker v Cropper act (set down 
by order) 

Collis v Laugher act 

Bury v Watson act 

Licensed Victuallers’, &c, Society 
of London, ld v Harris act 

Fraser v Taylor act 

La Agricultora v Boyd, Boyd v 
Jewish Colonization Assoc (Issue 





for trial set down by order) 


—_——_— 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Tarnitry Srrrmes, 1894. 
Srectat Parsr. 

For Argument. 


The Wimbledon & Putney Commons Conservators v Nicol part heard 
April 19, 1893, before Mr. Justice Wills and Mr. Justice Charles points 


of law 
Asfar & Co v Blundell & ors 


(8 O for amendment) 


ial case 


spec 
Stern & ors v The Queen demurrer, answer and plea to petn of right 


Oakley v Oakley — of law 
Blackett & anr v C 


yton special case 


The Nottingham County Council v Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 


Ry Co special case 


Orrosep Mortons. 
For Argument. 
Whittuck & anrv Newman part heard Dec 7, 1893, before Mr Justice 


Wills & Mr Justice Collins 


Flew v Smith & anr heard June 5, 1893, to be continued before Mr 


Justice Grantham 
Duncan v 8 
Mathew & Mr. Justice Cave 


one on a day to be named by him 
& ors part heard Feb 22, 1894, before Mr Justice 


Leather v Crundall (to be mentioned) 
ae > oe \ eee Se ors 
North Essex Permanent Benefit Building Soc v Kenyon 


Minet v Reid 

Wagstaff v Smith 

Howe v British Equitable Assce Soc 
WwW v Fox 

Fisher v Chichester 


Orrock v Hobson Same vSame (consolidated by order) 


Hulbert & anr v Cathcart 


In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
Inrea Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc ° 
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In re a Solicitor, Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
Hurlbatt v Benecke 
Hall v Campbell & anr 
Holland & anr v Leslie 
Morfit v Price & Co 
Brown v Adams & anr 
Kirkhouse v Read 
Tyson v Tyson & Cold & anr 
Ricbardson v Mahon & anr 
In re an arbtn between Henderson (administrator, &c) and Turner & anr 
Freeman v The General Publishing Co 1d 
In re A T Ashwell, gent, one, &c, expte Elmore Wire Manufacturing Co 
ld (costs) 
~ ci ga Telegraph and Construction Co of the Agence Havas v 
rucker 
In re an arbitn between Joseph Sarl and Herbert Henry Bartlett 
In re Saxelby and anr, gent Expte F H Davis (taxation) 
Duer v Spencer 
Abrahams v Rozelaar & ors 
In re an arbitn between Hunt & anr & Hearn & Co Id 
Rogers v Clark 
Hood Barrs v Cathcart 
Lebourg v Launay 
Smith, exor, &c v The Prudential Assurance Co (Young, clmt) 
Hatry’ v The Equitable Life Aesurance Soc of the United States (urgent) 
Hathaway v Mayall 
Stafford & anr v —_ Hodgson & anr 
Wood v London General Omnibus Co ld 
Robinson & Co v Geisel & ors 
Stephens v Walker 
Sanguinetti v Molyneux 
In re a Solicitor Expte Incorporated Law Soc 
The Equitable Life Assurance Soc of the United States v The Financial 
Times ld and anr 
Rankin v Braddock 
Crown Paper. 


For Argument. 


Lancashire The Queen v Justices, &c, for the County of Lancaster Nisi 
for mandamus to hear app against conviction at instance of F Wilson 
Norfolk The Queen v The Nar Valley Drainage Board (ex pte Yarborough 
&anr) nisi for mandamus to levy rate 

Middlesex, Brompton Edmunds & anr v Head county court deft’s app 

Bedfordshire The Queen v Flitwick School Board (ex pte Coleman) Nisi 
for mandamus to levy rate, &c 

London The Queen v The Vestrymen, &c, of St Marylebone oe Canon 
Barker) Nisi for mandamus to levy rate to repair church, 

Lancashire, Liverpool Donaldson v Coggins & anr ale cotat dfts’ 


P 

Cheshire, Birkenhead Ryan v Manchester Ship Canal, Pontoon & Dry 
Dock Co county court dfts’ a -¢ 3 

Lancashire The Queen v L & N W Ry Co (expte Andrew, Knowles & 
Sons) Nisi for mandamus to take up award 

London Beath vGulland Mayor's court plt’s app 

Northumberland, Newcastle upon Tyne Thompson v Chapplow county 
court deft’s app 

Staffordshire The Queen v Justices, &c, of Staffordshire (Ex pte Foster) 
Nisi for mandamus to try indictment against Gollicker 

London Bradshaw v Digby, Purdue & Co Mayor’s Court plt’s app 

Monmouthshire The Queen v Judge of Pontypool County Court & 
Tompkins (ex pte Taylor & Houghton) Nisi to hear act 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Jacob v Woodroffe & anr County Court Defts’ 


app 

Surrey, Wandsworth Johnstone v Kiernan County Court Prohibition 
App from Chambers 

Met Pol Dist Harper v Marcks Magistrate’s case 

—— Weston-super-Mare Day & anr v Gould county court 
plts’ ap’ 

London | ue v Melhuish & ors mayer’s court defts’ app 

Staffordshire, Longton Clough v Turn county court defts’ app 

—— Bournemouth Eliott v Wilkes (Bingley, clmt) county court 
clmt’s app 

——— The Queen v Jones (expte Johnson) nisi for mandamus to 

ear charges 
By mates The Queen v Overseers, &c of Flitwick nisi for mandamus 
y money to Flitwick School Board 

cum rland, Whitehaven Haig (widow) & ors v Bain & ors county 

ant Ser h Manning Magistrate’ 
ertfo ire Nash v Manning, sen Samev 8 case 

Surrey, Lambeth Hatton v Doulton & Co coun —_ dfts’ app 

London Churchward vy The Mining and Financial Trust Syndicate & anr 
Mayor’s Court plt’s a 

Cheshire The Queen v Jj’s, &c, of Cheshire (expte Deer) Nisi for man- 
damus to hear appeal 

Durham The Queen v Richardson & anr (expte Guardians of Houghton- 
le-Sp Union) Nisi to hear complaint 

Same Smith v Mason & Co Magistrate’s case 

— Saeeeee scar te’s case 

organsh’ ewellyn v Llewel Magistrate’s case 

Devonshire Tozer v Harris tee case 

London Avery v Gt Eastern Ry Co mayor’s court plt’s app 

Devonshire, Exeter Pharmaceutical Soc v Hornsey county 2 court pits’ 


8 , Southwark Keeble v Bennett — deft’s app 
Yorkshire, Todmorden Mills v Todmorden Waterworks Co county court - 
Lincolnshire Hargreaves v Hilliam 8 case 
Durham, Stockton on Tees Dickinson v Scott county deft’s 
London oe ees Seer Union quarter sessions oon 
ts’ quash 

case (12 & 13 Vict c 45, s 11) 
Oxfordshire The Queen v J Snagge, of Oxford Coun 
emeenee tape Ceeeyenntrs w Soc) Nisi to hear ‘tors for 


Met Pol Dist The Queen v Bennett, Keq, Met Pol Mag & Ward (expte 


Fulham Liberal Club) Wisi to heer 
London The Queen v Scard ( La my hy Board) Nisi for 


certiorari for inquisition 
Lincolnshire The Queen v River Witham Drainage Commrs Nisi for 


Manchester Lindsay v "s case 
Kent, Greenwich ht v anh County Oe Court Plaintiff's ore 
Middlesex, Westminster Keeble v Elliston County Court tiff’s 


a Brompton Greneski v Wall County Court Defendant’s 


a 
aidherex, Clerkenwell (Scoles v Robinson, Harris & anr clmts) County 
Court Claimant Harris’ 
—_ hamshire The Queen v Chew, el and ors (ex pte Fletcher) 
isi for mandamus to state case or hear 
eumey The Queen v Fryer Nisi for certiorari to remove indictment into 
ccc 


Liverpool Massey v Morriss Magistrate’s case 

Yorkshire, W R Heseltine v Myers Magistrate’s case 

Surrey Coo r & Son v court deft’s appl 

en Bloomsbury & Co re arg defts’ appl 
in re — Liberator Peemeaent Building Sec county court 


wale ht’s 
Mot Pal Dist alford v Hackney District Board of Works Magistrate’s 


case 
Cardiff David v Daniel Owen & Co Magistrate’s case 
Revenve Parse. 


For Hearing. 
Causes by English Information. 


Attorney-Gen v Jacobs & Smith & ors 

Attorney-Gen v Newcomen (since dec) and ors 
Attorney-Gen v Ellis = and ors 

Attorney-Gen v Loyd & 

Attorney Gen v The Verderers of the New Forest & anr 
Petition. 


In re Duty on the Estate of the late Sir T. Gresham 

Cases Stated as to Income Tax. 

Morant 4 earning of Taxes), applt, and The Wheal Grenville Mining Oo., 
Lord Mostyn, a =. London Gerures amabcomet Taxes), respt 

Davidge, applt, and Smi 

Mayor, &c o lane pa and Moaan al of Taxes) respt 
AppgALs AND Mortons in Bankruptcy. 


Appeals for hearing before a Divisional Court Sitting in Bankruptcy. 
Expte Sheriff of Southam: 
Root & Co — 


: 
; 





app 


In re Same Expte Same 
In re Hibbert = Manchester & Liverpool Bank- 
Due in Trinity Sittings. 
I Smith Expte Tarbuck 
pn Whiffin Expte Official Receiver 
In re Twitt Masters 
In re Painter ise ican, 
bed paren Tote Lawrence 
ice 
In re Voile Expte Halifax Joint-Stock Bank 
In re Brassey Expte Braseey 
Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing before Mr Justice Vaughan Williams. 
Pending, May, 1894. 
In re Hallett Expte Insurance Co 
In re Booth Bros Expte Wagon Co 
In re Holland og, eo 
In re Same Expte McConnel v Same over 
In re Vingoe & Davis Expte Viney v Norton ‘by 
In re Same Expte Same v Bodeker con- 
In re Same Expte Same v Goldstein 
In re Same Expte Same v Bergmann 
In re Stoy Expte Keen v Sorrell 
ao = Revten nal eh 
re Sage Expte Sage 
In re Bowie Expte v Bassett 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Barxetr.—May 21, at Greencroft-gardens, the wife of Braham Barnett, solicitor, of a 


iter. 
Jacxson.—May 21, at 103, Victoria-avenue, Hull, the wife of Harold R. Jackson, of a 
iter. 


oar at Brixton, the wife of Thomas Lovell, solicitor, of a daughter. 
ae — 17, at 11, Cuthbert’s-road, N.W., the wife of G. R. H. Stringer, solicitor, 


of a da 
— DEATHS. 


Boytz.—April 7, at South Brisbane, Henry Boyle, solicitor, Sunanty « of Dublin, aged 68. 
Fow.er.—May 21, at Bournemouth, Reginald Fowler, barrister-a' 
5 -—May 11, the } a Mr. Justice Hensley, he aa nes Edward Island, 


Loversorovcn.—May ir, at ean, N.W., Arthur Loughborough, barrister- 
at-law, of Lincoln’s-inn, aged 50 





Wannine To txtexpixo Hovss Purcnasens & Lessers. Pon purchasing or or rents 


a house have the ey! arrangements thorough! y an expert from 
& Ventilation Co., 65, next the Motencnlogieal Office, Victoria-st., 
Wi (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.--[ Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep mm Caaxcery. 
Arozatay Perrovecm Fieips Syxpicats, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before 


June 30, to send their names and addresses, - particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Cecil Moore, 3, Crosby sq. Jacobs & Levinsohn, St Helen’s pl, solors for liqui- 


Bartiso Patent Guazixe axp Grass Co, ey tee are required, on or before 
June 29, to send wae om and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William B. Peat, 3, Lothbury 

Bropiz, Metviute, & Co, Limrtrzp—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of thor Gavin or dale, to Wilfred Clarke 
Hughes, 12, Fenchurch st. Pearce & Rowse, 31, Liverpool st, solors for liquidator 

Guwzrat Contractors SyxpicaTe, Limrtep—Petn for winding up, Pr presented May 11, 
pe caamg he wad el gga ae ym Aone all & Co, rton House. 

ue, solors for er. Notice of appearing must reach the ehovensmel’ not later 
than 6 o'clock int e afternoon of May 29 
=, ¥ ‘aRN, AnD Conpace Co, Luutrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 16, directed 
be heard on May 30. Busk & Mellor, 45, Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Sale Seddon 
, solors for petner Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
sop titer than ¢ thea in the afternoon of May 29 
Lowporx axp Scortisn Issue Co, Limitep—Creditors are uired, on or before July 5, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts ¢ or claims, to Benjamin 
Newstead, 3, Church passage, Guildhall 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, May 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep 1x CHANCERY. 
Aso1o-Saxos Gop Mixixe Syypicate, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
nas 1, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Albert Reeves, 4, Lombard ct. Armstrong & Lamb, Moorgate st, solors for 


Coes, a Society, Limirep—Petn for bynes | up, presented May 16, directed 
to be heard on May 30. Bower & Co, 4, Bream’s buildings, Chancery lane, agents for 
Bradstock, ‘ord, solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of May 29 

Express Paixtixc Co, Limrtep—Petn for winding up, presented May 16, directed to be 
heard on May 30. West ‘est & Co, 66, Cannon st, solors pod ogee Notice of appearing 

must reach abovenamed not later than six o’clock in afternoon of May 29 
a & — Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 21, directed to be 
7 30. Blunt & Co, 95, Gresham st, solors for sad mnge on Notice of appearing 

suust vena e abovenamed not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of May 29 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
. Norrotx Fraiexpity Society, Mr Sandford’s office, Cromer, Norfolk 


y 15 
Victoria Bexerit Civup, White Horse Inn, Crickdale, Wilts. May 19 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8. 
Attan, Mary, Newcastle on Tyne June? Brown & Son, Newcastle on Tyne 
Bicxerstarr, Rosert, Elm Park gdns, Lieut.-Colonel June Catterall, Preston 
Bowxer, Wiiuam, Openshaw, Lancs Junei2 Bennett & Carlisle, Manchester 
Cuarzsz, E:.izasetn, Newcastle on Tyne May 18 Richardson, Newcastle on Tyne 
Crane, Tuomas, Scarborough, Chemist June1 Watts & Co, Scarborough 
Crartox, Exetia Axx, Eastbourne June9 Nunn, Sevenoaks 
Coxz, Tuoxas, Shute, Devon, Clerk in Holy Orders June18 White & Co, Whitehall pl 
Cooxe, Joux eee, Seiten by the Sea, Wesleyan Minister June 30 Keighley & Co, 
Cromprox, Tuomas, Brafferton, Durham, Platelayer June4 Waistell, Northallerton 


Compsnwortn, Hewny, Hairdresser, and Naxcy Cumpzrwortn, Heckington May 25 
Jessop & Co, Sleaford 
Dorzz, Dorornes Exriy, Lee Junel Jackson, Cannon st 


Epwanrps, Exxa Saran, South Norwood June6é Hilberys, Gray’s inn 

Sonigis, Joux, Stoke upon Trent, Earthenware Manufacturer June 8 Adderley, 
Gissox, Wit114M, Great Grimsby, Gent May 31 Mason, Great Grimsby 

Gonz, Tuomas, Wymondham, Horse Trainer July1 Francis & Back, Norwich 

Gasser, Daxter, New Brighton, Chester, Metal Dealer June 16 Kelly, Liverpool 
Hazpaway, Gzonor, Brentford, Gent May1 Ruddle & Gurney Winter, Southampton 
Howrnazzzs, Winztax, New Chariton June 30 Bertie, St. Benet place 

Lauer, Saran, Skirbeck, Lincoln May 16 Waite & Co, Boston 

Moroaure, Mantua Esture, Thorner, York, Spinster June 25 Lumb & Bailey, Leeds 








Morais, Witi1am, Bromsgrove, Worcester, Gent June5 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Oniver, Axx, Sheffield June 20 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Paty, Jaye, Bristol June 20 Sturge, Bristol 

Putturrsox, Jonx, Newburn on Tyne, Contractor May 25 Richardson, Newcastle upor 


Powe.t, Cuartes, Knaresborough, Solicitor June9 Powell & Co, Knaresborough 
Rees, Joux, Maesteg, Glam, Chemist May 30 Scale & David, Bridgend 

Roasrson, Jonny, Croxdale Hall, Durham June15 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
Russetow, Saran, Peckham, Widow June 14 Sherwood, Bedford row 

Swayy, Jonny, Odstone Hill, Leics, Farmer June 16 Burton & Briggs, Nottingham 
Taytor, Grorce Lawazance, Thornbury, Farmer June 16 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Tourquaynp, Wii.1aM, Coleman st, Accountant June19 Redpath & Co, Bush lane 
Witutams, Exiza, Lianblethian, Glam June 16 Miles, Cowbridge 

Wittiams, Witt1am, Penmynydd, Anglesey, Farmer May 25 Thornton Jones, Bangor 
Witsox, Tuomas, Norwich, Carpenter July 14 Francis & Back, Norwich 


London Gazette.—Frivay, May 11. 
Bassett, Auprose, Basingstoke, Esq June9 Kingsford & Co, Essex st 
Be.t, Joux, Sandal Magna, Yorks, Butcher June1 Mander & Co, Wakefield 
Birtey, Wii114m, Ashton upon Ribble, Esq May 31 Houghton & Co, Preston 
Borrerity, Hannan Barry, York Junel4 Peach, Harrogate 
Browne, Atexanper, Doxford Hall, Esq June? Kingsford & Co, Essex st 
Brows, Many Any, Chigwell June 30 Scott, Austinfriars} 
Buayevt, Mary, Minories, Widow June 21 Harris, Coleman st 
Carropvs, Joux Tirtapy, Oldham May 24 Garside, Oldham 
Cuerry, Witu1am, Uxbridge, Upholsterer June18 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
Crarke, Jos, Liverpool, Clerk June12 Neale, Liverpool 
Conway, Emma, Clerkenwell, Widow June 24 Talbot, Chancery lane 
Curries, Cuara, Mortimer, Berks, Spinster June 30 Dryland, Reading 
Dayt, Cuar.orte, Chesterton June9 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
Densy, Atrrep, Harrogate,Gent June 18 Bond & Co, Leeds 
Evans, Fraxcis O’Grapy, Ramsgate, Esq July 2 O & A Daniel, Ramsgate 
Fenner, Joun, Colchester, Farmer Aug i1 Jones & Son, Colchester 
Gopparp, Samvet, Ealing, Dairyman May31 Lithgow, Wimpole st 
Harcrave, Anruur, Leeds, Gent June8 Scott, Leeds 
Harecreaves, Sopnta, Egremont May22 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Harazis, Cuarves, G wich, Li d Victualler June16 Layton &Co, Budge row 
Haxvey, Cuarres Puckrivce, Woodstock, Gent June 30 Maples & Co, Frederick pl 
Mocous, Aensman, Liverpool, Provision Merchant July 1 Bellringer & Cunliffe, 
v 


Huaues, raped June 30 George, Rhyl 

Keene, Gzorce Baker, Lydney,'Esq Junel4 Stone & Co, Bath 

Lona, Rurvs, Kingswood rd, Glos June 21 Chanter & Co, Wotton under Edge 

Losu, Drxoy, Sale, Chester,Gent June10 Blair, Manchester 

Marr, Sanau Any, Derby, Widow May 23 George, Derby 

Massey, Ann Mania, Derby, Widow June 30 Robotham & Co, Derby 

Marruews, Carorixe Caar.orre Exizasetn, Deal, Spinster Junel2 Fraser, Soho sq 
Mears, Janz, Wimbledon, Widow May 31 Wilkinson, Cannon st 

Merritis, Heyry, Sheffield, Fruiterer June 25 Howe, Sheffield 

Park, Saran, Millom Juneii Butler, Broughton in Furness 

Prescott, James, Pennington, Tin Plate Worker June 26 Marsh & Co, Leigh 
Reynoups, Emity Mona, Streatham June10 Harman, Gt Portland st 

Swrrn, Curisrorner Parker, Brighton, Tailor June1 Edwards & Cohen, Coleman st 
Sprzr, Moxtracve Hyau, Paddington, Stock Broker July2 Joseph & Hyam, Finsbury 


pavement 
Sprurcin, Tomas, Crondall, Hants, Gent June24 Foster, Aldershot 
Syxes, Moszs, Southampton, Draper May 31 Coxwell & Pope, Southampton 
Taytor, Anniz, Ardwick June 22 Sale & Co, Manchester 
Tovcuet, Wri114M Ross, Broadmoor, Surrey May31 Young & Co, St Mildred’s court 
Wana, imagen Rosert, Bristol, Insurance Broker May 26 Chilton & Green-Armytage, 


Wetter, Tuomas, Broadstairs, Gent July2 O & A Daniel, Ramsgate 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 15. 





Avams, CuarLes Frepericx, Herts June15 Markby & Co, Coleman st ! 


Bamrorp, Epwix, Bromborough, Merchant July1 Bellringer & Cunliffe, Liverpool 
Baryes, Frank, Eltham, Farmer June 30 Bryson & Wells, King’s Arms yd 
Bittixetox, Maria, Kennington June18 Hallett & Co, Ashford 

Bituixetox, Gzorcz Moye, Kennington, Col June16 Hallett & Co, Ashford 
Boon, Joszrn, Bridgwater, Gent July 26 Boulting, Bridgwater 

Cazenove, Henry, Aylesbury June10 Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 
CocxeritL, Wiui1aM, Scalby, Farmer June15 Watts & Co, Scarborough 
Davizs, Mary, Abergwilly, Widow June30 Barker & Co, Carmarthenn 

Dean, Wriiiam, Rodborough, Farmer June2 Ford, Weston super Mare 
Estiicx, Joux, Truro, Accountant May 26 Carlyon, Truro 

Fox, Joz, Batley, Esq June 30 Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Fay, Wit114m, Bitton, Clerk in Holy Orders June10 Stanley & Co, Bristol 
Game, Evizaseru, Brampford Speke Junelé Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 
Giitiow, Jouy, Stock, Esq June 30 Fooks & Co, Carey st 

Greenniit, Ricuarp, Southwick, Farmer June2 Ford, Weston super Mare 
Hiaes, Many Any, Wolverhampton June 24 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 

Hort, Barsanp Wiaut, Westminster, Surgeon June 16 Miller & Co, Savile row 
Hucuzs, Rovsest, Rhyl, Flint June 30 George, Rhyl 

Houyrer, Mastanye Emuriia, Exeter July 20 Minet & Co, King William st 
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Jacksox, Tuomas, Lancaster June5 Thompson, Lancaster 

Jowzs, Daxret Luoyp, Yeovil, Esq June 15 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 

Joss, Witt1am, Nantgwilim Bodfari, Farmer Davies, Denbigh 

Lane, Janz Freevinc, Dover June 25 Lea, Sherborne lane 

Lixcarp, Witi1am, Holton Beckering, Farmer May 31 Page & Padley, Market Rasen 
Macxiz, Micnazt, Dudley, Pawnbroker July 16 Sanders & Co, Dudley 

Monratesox, James Stuart, Ealing, Doctor June 15 Arnold, Eastbourne 

Pansons, Joszru, Brighton, Engineering Agent Junel4 Nye, Brighton 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fruipay, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apams, Exvisan Hewry, Barsby, Painter Leicester Pet 
my fe Ord May 10 

Birap, Tuomas, Bi ham, Refreshment house Keeper 
Birmingham Pet y2 Ord May 16 

Birxuiey, Cuantes Henry, —— Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet May 10 Ord May 

Bianp, Frances RIA, Brighton, “Widow Brighton Pet 
April27 Ord May15 

Brairawalte, Asranam, Aiskew, ae Builder North- 
allerton PetMayil Ord May 

Baister, Gzorce Watson, Upton . * builder High Court 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Crema, Hany, Balisbury, Builder Salisbury Pet May 


Ord Ma: 
Devas, FSA High Court Pet Jani Ord May 15 
ae New Bond st High Court Pet Aprilé Crd 


yl 
Duncan, Cuantes Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull, Dra 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May 11 Ord May 11 av 
Gangees, oe — rocer Gloucester Pet 
yl 
Grecory, ALBERT range, Hotel Manager Canterbury 
Pet April 25 Ord 


12 
tLutam, Hatteld, Plumber St Albans Pet May 
y 
Haut, Bearnaice, am Boot Dealer Leeds Pet April 
28 Ord May 11 
Hees, a -) -7 a Grocer Birmingham Pet 
me Moreay , Bs Glanaman, Carm, Butcher 
Carmarthen Pet May 12 Ord May 12 
am 7; * pon Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May3 Ord 
y 
cn, Joun, Westminster, Builder High Court Pet 


2 May 1 

Lan Jane, 7 Foal Straw Hat Manufacturer Luton 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

lave Georce, Birmingham, Beer Retailer Birmingham 

= Ord May 16 
Mansoer, 'HOMAS eames, Stochpest, Brushmaker Stock- 
aX, A i pe! 
cCurcnion, Samvuet, Coventry, Fis! ven! 

Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Merrett, ALFRED, North Nibley, Farmer Gloucester Pet 
May 12 Ord May 

Miter, Roserr Sean, ete, Baker Manchester 
Pet May 12 Ord May 

Nasa, Henry Semoun, _* Tuomas Bennerr Nasi 
Manchester, Bankers Manchester Pet May 12 Ord 

Owen, , A Blaenzu Pestiaieg, Quarryman Portmadoc 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Pangan, THOMAS eat Cabinet Maker Liverpool 

et May 12 Ord Ma May 12 

Sennen Harry, Crewe, Plumber Nantwich Pet May 12 

Ord May 1 


12 

PowEL, Becsasarn, Merthyr sree, Innkeeper Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet May 15 On. May 15 

Raixes, Caprain gare, Baker st High Court Pet 
April 19 Ord Ma: 

Ramsvey, Frepericx ~ E, 7 Confectioner Leices- 
ter Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Rickert, Georez, Westgate on Sea, Builder Canterbury 

a Pet May 17 gt y 17 . 
BESON, WILLIAM, Westgate on Sea, Builder Oanterb 
Pet May 12 Ord May 12 = 

Ryman, Henry, Bath, Mattress Manufacturer Bath Pet 
Ma: Ord May 12 

Seweii, Cuartes Baryerr, Gt poy 4 Fish Merchant 
Gt Grimsby Pet May 16 Ord May 15 

Sovruam, Tuomas, Walsall, Iron Sheet Maker Walsall 
Pet April 26 Ord May 10 

Sairu, Tuomas James, Smethwick, Plumber West Brom- 
wich Pet May12 Ord May 12 

Sreer, Apranam, and sGeorce James Sreen, Chertsey, 
Builders » * Surrey Pet May 12 Ord May 12 

Tuomas, Tuomas, Cardiff, Commission Agent Cardiff Pet 
Mayi12 Ord May 12” 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avaus, Exisan Henry, nowy, Painter May 26 at 12.30 
off » i, Berridge st Leicester 

Avoar, Henry Cuarves, Fressingfield, Miller May 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 36, Princes et, Ipswich 

> Frep, Huddersfield, Gr May 25 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfida 

Auten, Isa AC ‘ Nottingham, Lace Machine Holder May 25 
at12 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Batson, Bramiaxe H, Westminster, Gent May 25 at 2.30 
Bankru bldg, Oarey st 

Brrc ye ICHARD Kemp, Hove, eae May 30 at 12 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Buc«wortus, Tuomas Hatrorp, East Worlington, Clerk in 
ef Orders May 25 at 1130 Underhill’s Hotei, 

xeter 
Coteman, Tuomas Rosert, Covent Garden, Hotel Pro- 


Groom, 





— May 25 at 12 Bankruptcy buildings, Carey 
| 


pon... Witusn Axprew, Canterbury, Clothes | 


Tuomas, Puruir, Cardiff, Esq 











Dealer May 25 at 11.30 Off Reo, 73, Castle st, Canter- 
Dewawatsn, Hensert Cuances, Cheyne gdns May 25 at 


st 
Durraxs, Eviza ZABETH, Ni 


aa, & Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 


Evcooss, Staxtox, West Walton, Publican June 13 at 
10.30 Court s 

Gates, Jacos SumNzR, Provision Merchant May 
25 at 11 st 


bidgs, 
GoopHALL, GeorGE NBY, ant autho 
ay, A 30 at 3 pa Sn em 
Gray, Isaac Hull, Boot Dealer May 28 at 
ll Of ‘Flouse lane, Hull 
Staffs, Farmer May 25 
Colmore row 


ILLIAM, Finsbury - Salesman May 28 
Komet, Louis .-§ May 28at2.30 Bankruptcy 


Lez, James, Staines, Stationer’s Assistant May 25 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London 

Livers, Wesae 8t Osyth, June 8 at 12.45 

Mawwyine, Anrnur Wyatt, Porth, Butcher May 25 at 3 
—— re 


mee oy 8 Fishmonger June lat 11 


17, ~" _~ 
N noe re May 25 at 3.30 
a Off Ree, Sunderland . 


NETTLETON, , Len ryry, Leeds, Traveller May 25 at 

ll Off row, Leeds 

O’Fiyxx, J Ditto0x, Sa’ House. Barrister at Law May 
23at12 Ban ay bldgs, 


st 
Pievix, Harry, Crewe, Plumber May 25 at 11.15 Royal 
Hotel, Crewe 
Porrs, Henay, Sognemeee, Grocer May 29 at 3 Off 


» 4, 
RasTat, Lt » Kingston upon Hull, Corn Factor 
May 26 at 11 Off Rec, ey te 
Ricnarpson, Fiorexce Eizasers, 
House Keeper May 23 at 11.30 om Ren 3 29, Queen st, 


Gavait 
er} Grorasg, be hae nde on tt Builder May 25 at 12 
ineognan tine Westgate on fea, Build May 25 at 
BESON, WILLIAM, on er y 
12 Off Rec, 73, Ce | 
Recess, et } no nowa WIN, em, Physician 
=, Colmore row, 


Rose baay @ Guace, Thames aw Ma: at 
20 phe a es 


nore Jou, erman May 26 at 11 








Hopexiyson, Jouy, 


1 
Keartino, 
at 11 


5, Osborne st, Great 
SanpDERs, poo) Beeston, Book Binder May 26 at 12 
Off Ree, St 's Church walk, Ni 


Saunpers, James Emerson » Highbury, Grocer May 25 at 
2.30 bankruptey Didge, Carey st 
Taomas, Davin, Swansea, Builder May 25at12 Off Rec, 
31, Alexandra 
Ticxner, Esenezer, Riversdale rd, Grocer May 28 at 12 
st 


wae se Atrrep, Woodhall, Farmer June 5 at 
Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln’ 


Warts, a ee May 25 at 12 23, 
Colmore row, 

betes as Sypvey Fray«, y's ~ Solicitor May 28 at 

ats Off ry : 

Wenn Aoumen J Wr, Hinpatnd, Gent May 25 at 11 
Jou B dgs, Carey st 

Wies, Joan —— Toe Crane Agent May 28 at 
a >, Cardi, Licensed 

Wasa ‘Howat, oe Victualler May 28 
at 11 Off Rec, 29, ote st, Cardiff 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avams, Etisau Hewnry, Barsby, Painter Leicester Pet 

May9 Ord 


May 10 
Bapuirtox, Georce Samvet, Bushey, Bootmaker 8t 
Albans Ma 


7 Ord y 12 
r~\ + » Grocer Newport, 


en ilon’ Pet Same 

a = cot Comte We Lich Manufacturer Coventry 

Sateen Asnaas. Aiskew, Yo Builder North- 
allerton Pet Ma: Ma: _ 


yi 
Baister, Grorce "Watson U Park, Builder High 
Court Pet Ma: ri May 1 
re Worker Dudley Pet May4 
Moneas, Gaamen, Mountain Ash, Glam, Gent Aberdare 


18 Ord May 15 
Cotemax, THomas sei, Coven 

prietor et Apri 13 Ord 2 ort ap, 
Cooree, aay Salisbury: Battie May 12 
Danrsy Tome Chelmsford, Florist Chelmsford Pet May4 
D Gol May'9 Build rasta Pet 

ARK, GrorcE, er 

April 28 Ord May 11 
Duxcay, Coanctes Epwaro. 

Kingston upon Hull Pet May ll Matt on Mort 


Wuire, Joszera Lepaer, 
May 25 


Butvas, Joszru, 





aE 
Roserrs, Tuomas, Ruabon, Farmer July 2 Hughes, Wrexham. 
Surru, Witt1am Henry, Malvern June 30 Nevinson, Malvern 


June 14 Morris & Son, Cardiff 


Waruen, Sir Cuances, Bristol, Knight June10 Stanley & Co, Bristol 

Witmor, Axyre, Edge Hill July1 Goodall & Brown, Nottingham 

Wiruers, Joux, Wookey Hole, Somerset, Farmer June1é Davies & Mawer, Wells 
Woopa.t, Cuartes Harnis, Portman sq June 24 Bartley, Portman sq 


Pome, au, Seaford, Grocer Lewes Pet May ff 

Soomin, Goa Gloucester Pet 
Plumber St Albans Pet Ma 
Land Agent New- 
Macclesfield 


W Butcher's 
ROGAN easy, Gesemen, O - 
mL1aAM Joun Kiwos- 
max, Old Kent rd, Slaters High Court Pet Feb 25 


Ord 12 
Manrspenx, AS House, Gockpert, Brushmaker Stock- 
Pet May 12 
acGoremon, Samvgt, , Fishmonger Coventry 
. North Nibley, Farmer Gloucester Pet 


N ey my and Tuomas Beywerr N. 
H, wry Ransome, 
"Manchester, Bankers Manchester Pet May 12 


May 12 
Ar Ricnarvsoy, Abchuroh lane, East 
ON eadia Merchant “High Court Pet Feb 16 Ord May 


12 

Owes, Jony, Blaenau Festiniog, Quarryman Portmadoo 
Pet Ma: ll hy tA 

Parker, Cabinet Maker Liverpool 
Pet'May 11 ord 


we, Plumber Nantwich Pet May 12 


1 
Powr. peeavere, 3 Soares Innkeeper "lee 
RastatL, Wi 


Kingston upon ond Tite th il 
aoe hays Ort as 
Ronson Win, 


Previx, Harry, Cre 


wate Gt , Fisherman Gt Grimsby 

Rymax, we mt, Bath, Mastres Manufacturer Bath Pet 
May 12 Ord May 12 

a Guantts Banserr, Gt Fish Merchant 


Pet May 15 “Ont May 18 
bY mt High Court Pet 
J. Smeth' Plumber W Brom- 
iW. 
wise hha a nen 
Pet 30 Ord May 16 
Waa Ord Ricwarp, seem, Draper Chester Pet 


Woop, sy nant, Gem - , Clothier Gt Grimsby Pet: 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
How: Epwarp, Norwich, Dealer Norwich: 


Provision 
ud Nov 29, 1893 Annul April 18, 1894 


London Gazette.-Tusspay, May 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Acap Maurice ere. Sheffield, Decorator Sheffield’ 


BLoomrigtp, Fo Tiled, Watchmaker King’s uynn 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 

Bower, ALrnrep, Bradford, Coal Merchant Bradford. 
Pet May 17 1, Ord May 17 

Bux, Rosees Hex ~z" ft, Guemguee High. 

Butt, ee se alackney. Geoera I Store Dealer High: 
Court May 17 May 17 

Cant, Twouas, Horsey, Builder High Court Pet May’ 

Cawrsrox, James Watrsr, Headingley, Clerk Leeds’ 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

Conga, 2s A Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet May & 


« Atrexp, Eastwood, Pork Butcher 
Pet May 16 On ee 


Cuaistey, 


Couzs, + I ad Finsbury sq, Curate High Court Ord 
Coo: Po eee Coo! 
: er “ ¥ Ord May io.” 
Wakefield Pet May 18 Ord 
en Swansea 


D Cuaries Aix, Swansea, 
““pet May 16 Ord May 16 

May 19 Or cy Tailor Birmingham Pet 

Dawsox, 4 Se Leeds Pet 
May 17 Ord Ma 

Donguy Aurn ™ Say Ort May tt a 
Ea ees Wisesan” Gough, 

pad Ord May 18 
Epum, and Gronczr Hexev 
Manufacturers 


Rinuioen Ovary, rd 


Manufactures” 
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Epwarps, oom, Bishopston, Plumber Bristol Pet 
May is Ord May18 


1 Licensed Victualler High Court 
Ord May 18 
, Farmer Barnet Pet May 15 


Haut, oe Jeweller Birmingham Pet 
y 18 
a nx, Warminster, Timber Merchant Frome Pet 
y 11 Ord May 1s 
—-) Jaues, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet May 17 


y17 
Kewrixy, Henry Tugby, Timber Dealer Leicester Pet 
May8 Ord May i 


ys 
er Samvet, = Leicester Pet May 17 


y 

Laesex, Jexs Bortuxp, Newcastle on Tyne, Cattle Sales- 
man Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Litriez, Jony Axprew, Brampton, Cumbs, Joiner Carlisle 
Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Laorp, Atpert Epuvwp, Bristol, Basket Maker Bristol 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

fates Owes, Mold, Grocer Chester Pet May 17 Ord 


Dawtet Lioyp, Cardiff. Registration Agent Car- 
May 16 Ord May 1 
ae ae Ryde, Pork Butcher Ryde Pet 


Sevune, CHARLES a len aie, Farmer Barn- 
staple Pet May18 Ord May 18 
Mantin, James, Gt Ayton, Licensed Victualler Stockton 
on Tees Pet May 17 Ord a Mey 17 
Sen, veenanare, Sat Colchester Pet 
May7 Ord May 19 
Sun ‘Parpenic, - acct Saddler Lincoln Pet 


Parry, eae ae he Publican Edmonton Pet May 3 
Ord May 17 


Parrcuanp, Wir1t1am Jous, Liangybi, Draper Portmadoc 
Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
Georcr Atexanper, West Hartlepool, 
Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
SHarman, Aones pnanent, Clapham Junction, Pianoforte 
Dealer W: Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
—,, grenee, ings Lp Lynn, Carpenter King’s Lynn 


te Jame, "Stockton on Tees, Commercial 
on Tees Pet May17 Ord May 17 

Trier, Joun ye Hammersmith, Hotel Scceper 
High Cow _ 19 Ord May 17 

Wavoen, anaes exry, Tottenham court rd, 
Worker High Court Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Wueatiey, Henry Huster, Westminster, Money Lender 

Court Pet May2 Ord May 17 

Wisy, Joszru, Roystone, Yorks, Grocer Barnsley Pet 
Mayi7 Ord May 18 

The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 2ist Nov. : 

Pger.ess, James, Cowden, Kent, —_ Butcher Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Oct 27 Ord Novi 


The following amended notice is ieamais for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of May 4 :— 
Wires, Jouy Friercaer, — Cycle Agent Croydon 
Pet April 30 Ord April 30 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arriesy, Epwaap, Ryhope, Durham, Grocer May 29 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 25, Sunderland 


Birca, Jonx, Li r —— eee May 30 at 3 
Olt Rec, 35, as, Vidor sive Liverpoo 


Bower, Aura, B Teonhant May 30 at 11 
1, Manor row, Fraatord 


Buerm:, rina oo Hull, Plumber 
30 at 11.30 Finity House lane, Hull 


Brooks, ay an gs, North Finchley, Coal Merchant 
= ag at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


aven 
Coore ens, Salisbury, Butcher 
Cranswick, Joun Hurc a Castleford, Clerk May 29 
ll Off id ter, Wakefield 
Daxtezs, Cuanies, Hereford, Joiner May 29 at 10 2, 
Offa ‘ord a 


May 31 at 11 


Ord 


menue’ 
diff 





Ret, Caulker 


ean 


Zine 


May 


Darx, Gzonoez, Birmingham, Builder 
Colmore row, ham 
Duscax, Cuantes Epwarp, Kingston upon Hull, Draper 
May 30 at 10.30 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
Epwaxnps, Groroz Henny, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler 
May 30atll 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Evaxs, eee Norton W ts, Brewer 
2.30 Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Fenoveox, Haxnan, Purveyor of Meat May 29 at 11 
bldgs, Carey st 
Fisuen, Hexny A, Borough, Rope Maker May 29 at 12 
bldgs, Carey st 


Gammon, wansea, Boot Maker May 29 at 12 
Off 1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Garpyer, iy Tredworth, Grocer May 3iatil Off 
Ree, 15, King loucester 

Noten Neem Lodtows, Baker May 30 at 3 
32, st, Swindon 

Guepa1, Bexsamix, sen, Morley, Yorks, Confectioner 
May 29at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Hotrorp, Mary Catnentxe, and Joux Warsox Howvorp, 

. Trunk ufacturers May 30 at 2.30 Off 
Victoria st, Liverpool 


Houiaxp, Noan, Wildboarclough, Cheshire, Innkeeper | 


Junelatil Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

Hovse, Georcr Hevyny, ‘Sheffield, Fruit Merchant May 
29 at3 Off Rec, lane, Bheftield 

Janvis, Jonx, Bury 8t Edmunds, of no occupation May 31 
at , Bury 8t Edmunds 

Jonzs, JONATHAN, Hereford, Jeweller May 20 at 10 2, 
Offa st, Heref 


Keurrx, Heyny, Tugby, Leics, Timber Dealer May 29 at 
12.50 Of Hee, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Kzywoop, Sauvet, Leicester, Hosier May 20 at 12.30 Off 
Berridge st, Leicester 


’ 


May 30 at 3 Off Rec, 


May 29 at | 


Off Ree, | 


May 31 at 12 
May 31 


Ipswich 


Swansea 





Kurz, Louis, Leeds, Tailor May 30 at 11 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
row, 
Lott, CaRo.ine, Finebury ey rd, Spinster May 31 at 12 
—— JAMES, Hane Hill, “Greengrooer May 31 at 11 
may ped bldgs, Carey 
7 29at11 Bankrupt«y bldgs, Carey st 
Owen, Joux, Blaenau Festiniog, Quarryman May 29 at 1 
Prearsox, Henny, Blankney Fen, 1 Farmer 
Off Ree, 48, High st, 
May 29 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford , 
Ramspen, Frepertcx Voce, Confectioner 
Rayyuam, Jony, Gt Coggeshall, Patent Medicine Vendor 
May 29 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
Setwoop, James, New Swindon, Baker 
Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 
May 30 at 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Spencer, Isaac Humpury, ~—— pl, Jeweller May 30 
Spiers, Putveas, Spital sq, Gchoshnester 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
May 30 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Tuck, Soputa, Notting Hill, Boot Retailer May 30 at 2.30 
Vickery, Georce Leicu, ee Draper 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wakevam, Ratrn Hector, Birmingham, Tea Dealer May 
Wartsox, Joun Hewry, Gosforth, Draper 
Off Rec, Pink lane, ” Newcastle on Tyne 
12.30 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Ricuarp, Holywell, Draper May 30 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
May 30 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
May17 Ord May 18 
Avcar, Heyry Cuarues, Ret, Miller 
BopswortH, SAmMvEL, on hoa Licensed Victualler Lu*ton 
Pet May1 Ord May 19 
May 17 Ord May 17 
CawrTsron, James Water, Leeds, Upholsterer’s Clerk 
Cunistey, Grorce ALrrep, Eastwood, mean Pork Butcher 
Chelmsford Pet May 15 Ord May 16 
Crate, Plymouth, Printers Plymouth Pet April 16 
Ord May 17 
April 19 Ord May 17 
Cox, Josern Ricnagp, Strand High Court Pet March 30 
Cranxswick, Joun Hurcaryson, Castleford, Clerk Wake- 
field Pet May18 Ord May 18 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
Davies, Joun Henry, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet Mays 
Dawson, Georas, Leeds, Insurance Agent 
May 17 Ord May 17 
Brighton Pet 


Leake, Winitam, a Grocer May 30 at 12 Off Rec, 
22, Par 
Bankruptcy bid 
ALTER hee ol Copthall ae Solicitor 
Market Hall, Blaenau Festiniog 
Jun? 7 at 12 
Pouaeu, James, Llanigon, a Farmer 
May 29 at 3 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
avenue 
May 30 at 12 
Sovrnayx, Tuomas, Walsall, Iron Sheet Maker 
atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
May 30 at 12 
Towxsenv, Watter James, Selhurst, Surrey, Cowkeeper 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
VrepenxsurG, Evaic Watcott, Hyde pk, Author 
31 at12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
May 30 at 11.30 
Wets, Georce Ossorn, Portsmouth, Cook May 31 at 
WIuiams, 
Witsos, Rosixsox, Kingston upon Hull, Coal Merchant 
Acar, Mavaice Harry, Sheffield, Decorator Sheffield Pet 
Pet April i4 Ord May 1 
Butt, Epwarp, Hackney, General Dealer High Court Pet 
Leeds Pet May18 Ord May 18 
Corrieitp, Samvuet Apwutwerton, and Frepertcxk Artuur 
Cousens, Jonny Scuorr, Wanstead, Gent High Court Pet 
Ord May 18 
Davies, Cuaries Aun, Swansea, Hay Dealer 
Ord May 15 
Leeds Pet 
Det, Rosert, Brighton, Pawnbroker 


April 14 Ord May 17 

Daummonp, Henry Avsert, and Epwin Daviv Kent, 
Portsea, Wine Merchants Portsmouth Pet April 3 
Ord May 11 

Eart, Toomas Wiiu1aM, Slough, Dairyman Windsor Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 

Epwarps, CHances, Halesowen 
Stourbridge Pet May 17 Ord Ma: 

Epwarps, SAMUEL, an, Plumber 
May 1s Ord Ma 

Everatt, Tuomas, Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet April 
25 Ord May 17 

Farxuamu, Wittiam Epwarp Joun Basit, Quorndon, Esq 
Northampton Pet Feb14 Ord May 10 

Gopvarp, Grorcr, Edgware, Farmer Barnet Pet May 15 
Ord May 15 

Gray, Isaac, Kingston upon Hull. ~_ Dealer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May3 Ord May 17 

Bates Bearaice, Leeds, Boot Dealer Leeds Pet April 28 

Ord May 17 

Haraisoy, Jous Scuouuicx, Barrow in — Black- 

smith Ulverston Pet May5 Ord Ma 


Manufacturer 


Bristol Pet 


epede 


field Pet May 10 Ord May 17 

Jamizsoy, Rovert, Elm Park gardens, ed Promoter 
High Court Pet March7 Ord May 1 

Kexpatt, Jacos, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May3 Ord 
May 19 


Keywoop, Samvet, Leicester Leicester Pet May17 Ord 
May 17 


Lake, y yrep Earnest, and Eanest Frevericx WILLIAms, 
Clapham - Oil Merchants High Court Pet April 17 
Ord May 

Lassen, toe atta sp, Newcastle on Tyne, Cattle Sales- 
man Newcastleon Tyne Pet May19 Ord May 19 

Littte, Joux Axprew, Brampton, Cumbrid, _- a 
Carlisle Pet May 19 Ord May 19 

Livers, Wittiam, St Osyth, Essex, Farmer Colchester 
Pet May 9 Ord May 19 

Luioyp, Atseat Eouunp, Bristol, Basket Maker 
Pet May18 Ord May 18 


Bristol 











Hovse. Grorce Henry, Hillsboro, Fruit Merchant Shef- | 


or Mold, Grocer Chester Pet May 17 Ord 

Love, "Preomnicc Georer, Ryde, Porkbutcher Ryde 
Pet Ma: oy bow Ord May 16 

Loveninea, Coantes Harrsout, Benton, Farmer Bara- 
staple Pet May18 Ord May 1 

Martin, James, Great Ayton, Licensed Vi + weed Stock- 
tonon Tees Pet May17 Ord May 17 

High Court 


Mayuew, James, Herne _ Greengrocer 
McCracxey, Epwarp, Hoshden, Stonemason Northamp- 


rton avenue 


tS 


Barnsley Pet 





May 11 Ord May 

ton Pet April7 Ord May 19 

Parsons, Freperick, ae, Saddler Lincoln 
Pet May 18 Ord May 

Pearson, Henry, Blankney Fen, Farmer Boston Pet 
April 24 Ord May 

Perrit, CHAnuEs, 4 Epwix Perrir, Wimbledon, 
meer Makers Kingston, Surrey Pet April 2 Ord 

Rayner, Rosert, New Barnet, Draper Barnet Pet April 
6 Ord May 18 

Reip, Georcr ALEXANDER, West noes, Caulker Sun- 
derland Pet May12 Ord May 

Rutnerrorp, James, Fetter lane, Teensed Victualler High 
Court Pet April13 Ord Ma: 

on Hu 5° egy Bede mag -* Gurre, got Jouw 

enry KEwverr. meers Bradford Pet 

s —— Ord May 00 a Ee 7 

MITH, THOMAS, i mn, Carpenter King’s L 
Pet May 16° ayi6.” a 

Sournay, Tuomas, {1 Hoos Sheet Maker Walsall 
Pet April 26 Ord Ma: 

Srewart, Ropert Jamzs, Btockton on Tees, Clerk Steck- 

- hay iy Pet Ea 10 Ord May 17 
‘OMS, Kensington, Gent Hi h Court Pet 

March 14 Ord May 17 . 

Trower, come ARTHUR, High 
Court Pet March 15 Ord May 17 

Wuire, B.... Lepoer, Stockton on Tees, ag Merchant 
Stockton on Tees Pet April 30 Ord May 

Wuiretey, Naruax, Golear, Woollen 
Huddersfield Pet April15 Ord May 17 

Wi sy, Josern, Roystone, Yorks, Grocer 
May 18 Ord May 17 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 

Pearce, Bensamtn, Idle, Yorks, Commission Barrel Agent 
Bradford Adjud Feb 23,1892 Annul April 4, 1994 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 

May 27.—Messrs. Desennau, Tewson, Farmer, & Barpoe- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Ground- 
Rents (see advertisements, May 5, p. 448). 

May 30.—Mr. ALFrrep Ricuarps, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties, Ground- 
Rents, and a ge F Residential Property (see adver- 
tisement, May 19, be ane 

May 31. —Mr. Jouy Hinton (of the firm of Messrs. Dyer, 
Sox, & Hutton), at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’cleck, Freehold 
Ground-Rents and Residences, and a Freehold Building 
Site (see advertisement, May 12, p. 4). 

June 1.—Mr. Newsoy, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, a 
Freehold Ground-Rent (see advertisement, May 19, p. 4). 

June 1.—Messrs. Mutuetr, Booker, & Co., at the "Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, a long Leasehold Stable (see adver- 
tisement, this week, p- 4). 

June 1. —Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Investments (see adver- 
tisement, this week, p. 4). 

Where ¢ dificulty is experienced. i im procuring » i 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

( ublished by authorit ) 
otaglate ADV. juan) and 
un CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 





GAZETTE 

LONDON and 

OFFICE.—No. 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

to direct a? me of the Legal Profession 

to the = of his long experience of upwards of 

forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. 

Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Creditors and Dis- 

solutions of Partnership, with necessary laratien. 

Official stamps for advertisements and file of “‘ London 

Gazette” kept. By appointment. 


EDE AND SO N, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Town 








